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Eschatology and the Risen Lord: Mary and the Dialogue Gospel Genre

Abstract

The dialogue gospel was a popular literary genre in early Christianity. Texts include the
Apocryphon of John, the Pistis Sophia and the Epistula Apostolurum, all which depict the
risen Christ appearing to select disciples and answering a series of questions on life, death
and the cosmos. The revelation in dialogue gospels can vary greatly (from affirming the
resurrection of the flesh to denying it completely), yet each text is based on the premise that
their gospel contains new or clarified teaching from the risen or glorified Lord, often seen as
a final revelation concerned with the disciples’ eschatological salvation.

In Part One, I argue for an open view of genre in which disparate texts can be brought
together for comparative analysis. A genre of 13 dialogue gospels is constructed as a base for
examination of the genre itself, its individual texts and their literary neighbours. In chapter
two, dialogue gospels are read alongside selected themes and traditions from the canonical
gospels and Pauline epistles, demonstrating that they are all part of the same conceptual
world. The breadth of the work in Part One sets the foundation for Part Two in which a single
text is focused on: The Gospel of Mary. Chapter three analyzes the narrative frame of
GMary, arguing that it does not just frame the dialogue but informs and shapes it. Chapters
four and five focus on the gospel’s cosmic and individual eschatology, reading it
christologically. Christ has come to dissolve the material cosmos; Christ has ascended so
Christian souls can follow him into Rest. At points, GMary’s eschatology converges with
Luke, John, GThom and 1ApocJas. The work ends with appendices with notes on how to
read the MSS, texts and translations and a synopses of the Greek and Coptic recensions of
GMary.
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Introduction

The earliest Christians penned stories that narrate Jesus conversing with one or more of his
disciples, immediately before his passion or after his resurrection. A number of these texts
survive today. In these ‘dialogue gospels’, Jesus answers the disciples’ questions, which are
typically centred around the three following issues: how they are to deal with life in his
absence, where he intends to go when he leaves them, and how they might follow him there.
The Gospel of Mary is one example of a dialogue gospel. In this fragmentary text, Jesus
answers questions put to him by individual disciples, and in a ‘farewell discourse’
immediately before his departure he issues his final instructions. Despite his instructions, the
male disciples cannot cope with his departure; they weep in fear that they will be persecuted
if they fulfil his command to preach to the nations. At this point Mary comes to the fore,
comforts them and explains how their souls can reach eschatological salvation. Her story
does not allay their fears; Peter and Andrew refuse to believe Mary, and Levi must step in to
remind them all of Jesus’ last instructions.

The form of Jesus answering questions from his disciples finds its companions across
a range of texts, from the Johannine farewell discourse (13.31-17.1) to the Epistula
Apostolorum to Pistis Sophia. 13 texts have been selected to construct our genre of ‘dialogue
gospels’, each converging at two main points: (1) Jesus as the central character, and (2)
dialogue with one or more disciples. All but one of our texts has been brought to light by a
series of manuscript discoveries.! The dialogue gospels share the same goal as the canonical
gospels: it is intended that their readers/hearers will come to a fuller understanding of their

salvation, which is through Jesus. Where the canonical gospels primarily narrate the life and

! The texts in view are as follows, in order of their years of discovery and publication: Pistis Sophia (PistSoph),
1772/1848; the Apocalypse of Peter (ApocPet), Greek 1886—87/1892, Ethiopic publ. 1910; the Epistula
Apostolorum (EpAp), Coptic c. 1895/1919, Ethiopic publ. 1912; the Gospel of Mary (GMary: Berlin Gnostic
Codex = BG 8502,1), 1896/1955; the Apocryphon of John (ApJohn: BG 8502,2 [+ Nag Hammadi Codices =
NHC 2,1, 3,1, 4,1]), 1896/1955; the Sophia (or Wisdom) of Jesus Christ (SophJesChr: BG 8502,3 [+ NHC 3,4]),
1896/1955; the First Apocalypse of James (1ApocJas: NHC 5,3 [+ Codex Tchacos = CT 2]), 1945/1979 the
Apocryphon of James (ApJas: NHC 1,2), 1945/1985; the Book of Thomas (BookThom: NHC 2,7), 1945/1989;
the Dialogue of the Saviour (DialSav: NHC 3,5), 1945/1984; the Epistle of Peter to Philip (EpPetPhil: NHC 8,2
[= CT 1), 1945/1991; the Gospel of Judas (GJudas: CT 3), publ. 2006. Also included here within the dialogue
gospel genre is the Johannine Farewell Discourse (John FD). Except where specified above, the twelve non-
canonical texts are extant only in Coptic, although Greek fragments have been found of GMary (POxy 3525,
PRyl 463) and SophJesChr (POxy 1081), as well as a Latin fragment of EpAp preserved in a palimpsest (Cod.
Vind. 16). The selection of these texts will be justified in chapter 1.
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death of Jesus, dialogue gospels narrate his final revelations as the risen or glorified Christ. In
one sense, the preference for Jesus as risen Saviour comes closer to Paul than to the
Synoptics; but the dialogue format and the narrative context place them straight into the
‘gospel” genre.?

These ‘dialogue gospels’ may be grouped together to construct a genre, but they
hardly form a homogeneous whole, varying considerably in setting, characters, length and
treatment of their subject matter. They may be set before the risen Jesus ascends
(BookThom), or before he is crucified (GJudas). The revelation may be directed to one
privileged disciple (ApJohn), or two (ApJas), or to a larger group of twelve apostles and
seven women (SophJesChr). The text may confirm the authority of the Twelve, with Peter as
leader (EpPetPhil), or profess that salvation will only come through a future generation
(ApJas). They may be concise, with only a few queries from the disciples (John FD), or they
may be so long that Jesus himself gets annoyed with the disciples’ relentless and repetitive
requests for knowledge (EpAp). What they have in common is Jesus as revealer, answering
the questions of the disciple(s) who are concerned that they lack the knowledge they need.
Dialogue gospels also vary in content and theological persuasion. They may narrate a tour of
the heavenly realms and their corresponding initiation-mysteries (PistSoph), or a tour of the
regions of hell where different sins receive their corresponding punishments (ApocPet). Their
agenda may be to promote asceticism due to the corrupt nature of the material world
(BookThom) or to confirm the corporeality of the resurrected body (EpAp). They may
profess that the material realm is the work of an ignorant demiurge (ApJohn) or they may
acknowledge the highest Father as the creator (DialSav).

The dialogue gospels reflect the complex and diverse literary landscape of emerging
Christianity. Traditionally, texts found at Nag Hammadi were labelled ‘gnostic’, stemming
from the non-Christian religion of ‘Gnosticism’ and at best superficially christianized, while
the firmly Christian EpAp was seen as borrowing the dialogue gospel genre to combat those

heretical ‘gnostics” who created it.> However, the concept of ‘gnosticism’ has changed.

21 here follow Tuckett and Gregory in what they deem a ‘looser’ definition of the term ‘gospel’ as referring to
‘a text which purports to give information about the life and teaching of Jesus’, Andrew Gregory and
Christopher M. Tuckett, ‘Series Preface’, in Tuckett, ed. Gospel of Mary (Oxford: Oxford University Press,
2007), vi. On this definition, a text may be a ‘gospel’ (or gospel-like) even if its ancient or modern readers view
it as an apocalypse, apocryphon, epistle or gospel.

? For an example, a binary opposition between two competing religions is implied in the title of Birger A.
Pearson’s book, Gnosticism and Christianity in Roman and Coptic Egypt (New York: T&T Clark International,
2004). According to Klauck, EpAp ‘has a special place among the dialogue gospels: its author has borrowed its

2



Almost all scholars who engage with non-canonical early Christian texts provide an
obligatory nod towards the acceptance that the labels of ‘gnostic’ and ‘gnosticism’ need
nuancing (whether or not they think that they should be used). The deconstruction of the term
and so-called religion of ‘gnosticism’ led by Williams and King, now over twenty years old,
has prevailed in most quarters, and their work has resulted in a backlash against those who
hold dear the rigorous bifurcation of orthodoxy and gnosticism.* It is now more common to
talk of trajectories of early Christianities, of which ‘gnosticism’ represents just one.> Yet,
there is still a sense that ‘gnosticism’ is something different to Christianity proper, something
that can be separated from it and pinned down as its own thing. And consequently the
‘gnostic’ dialogue gospels will be assumed to share basically the same ‘gnostic’ ideology, to
be at odds from their ‘proto-orthodox’ counterparts, and to depict a Jesus who is
fundamentally different to the Jesus of the New Testament.

Yet we do not see in the dialogue gospels any such ideology. Those once called
‘gnostic’ share as much in common with their ‘orthodox’ neighbours as with each other, with
many points of both similarity and difference. The genre itself is thoroughly diverse, and it is
this diversity that make the texts good conversation partners. By putting dialogue gospels into
conversation with each other and with NT texts, I hope to continue to blur any sort of
remaining bifurcation. To make the case, I shall develop an ‘open’ view of genre — one that
recognizes both the fluidity of ancient generic categories and the role of the modern scholar
in constructing the genre that suits their own concerns. Such a view can bring together a
variety of texts for comparative analysis, whether they are within the genre or a literary
neighbour. In the case of dialogue gospels, their closest companions are naturally canonical
gospels, with which they share the same characters and content even if these are interpreted
radically differently. The act of comparing and contrasting can help refine our understanding
of the dialogue gospel genre, the intertextual relationships between dialogue gospels and NT
texts, and the individual texts themselves.

The category of dialogue gospels — what it is, which texts belong in this genre, and

why an author might write one — is the subject of Part One. Chapter one looks specifically at

genre from his gnostic opponents and turned it into a useful weapon against them’, Hans-Josef Klauck,
Apocryphal Gospels: An Introduction. Trans. McNeil (London: T&T Clark, 2003), 159.

* Michael A. Williams, Rethinking ‘Gnosticism’: An Argument for Dismantling a Dubious Category (Princeton,
NIJ: Princeton University Press, 1996); Karen L. King, What Is Gnosticism? (Cambridge, MA: Harvard
University Press, 2005). More recently David Brakke, The Gnostics: Myth, Ritual, and Diversity in Early
Christianity (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2010).

> This concept has been heavily influenced by James M. Robinson and Helmut Koester, Trajectories through
Early Christianity (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1971).



the genre itself and its creation of a new category of early Christian texts in which Jesus
engages in dialogue with his disciples. Previous genre definitions have varied widely, both in
what to call it and in which texts are to be included in it, and the taxonomies always suit the
interest of the scholar delimiting them. The present work builds on the monographs of
Perkins and Hartenstein, among others, who also investigate dialogue gospels but from the
viewpoint of ‘gnostic’ theology or their narrative frame.6 I aim to show that the dialogue
gospel form does not intrinsically share a link to ‘gnosticism’; that the narrative frame and
dialogue are not two separate entities superficially glued together (this is certainly not the
case in GMary); and that the dialogical form is a fitting vehicle for eschatological revelation.

Chapter two builds on this open categorization of dialogue gospels, asking what might
have inspired an early Christian author to write one, and reading the texts alongside literature
that came to be (or had already been) accorded ‘canonical’ status. Dialogue gospels have
strong and varied intertextual links to the canonical gospels and Pauline epistles, and their
shared themes are the subject of this chapter. For the purpose of drawing out these
intertextual links, themes have been selected from Matthew, Mark, Luke, Acts, John and
Pauline epistles, and the differences and similarities with selected dialogue gospels discussed.
An example of this is the theme of mission shared by Matt 28.19—20, GMary and EpPetPhil,
among others. In Matthew, the evangelist does not narrate how the disciples go about
enacting this command or how they feel about it. GMary and EpPetPhil fill this gap in the
narrative by highlighting the disciples’ fear of persecution following Jesus’ command to
preach. As this small-scale example illustrates, a major reason for the composition of later
texts in dialogue format was to address perceived deficiencies in earlier gospel literature. By
using this comparative approach, chapter two also takes the opportunity for further exegesis
on the dialogue gospels themselves.

Whereas the first two chapters cover a wide breadth of dialogue gospels and their
intertextual links, Part Two takes an in-depth look at GMary. GMary is unique among the
dialogue gospels in the extent to which the narrative frame is integrated into the dialogue.
Unusually this gospel extends well beyond the departure of Jesus, and the ensuing narrative

and dialogue are premised on the new reality of Jesus’ absence.” It is because of his departure

6 Pheme Perkins, The Gnostic Dialogue: The Early Church and the Crisis of Gnosticism (New York: Paulist
Press, 1980); Judith Hartenstein, Die zweite Lehre: Erscheinungen des Auferstandenen als Rahmenerzdhlungen
friihchristlicher Dialoge, TU 146 (Berlin: De Gruyter, 2000).

7 In EpPetPhil and GJudas, Jesus departs but reappears or continues to speak. In GMary, Jesus reappears only
indirectly, in the form of Mary explaining her memories of Jesus.
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that the disciples worry about being persecuted and quarrel over his words, and it is for the
same reason that Mary can come to the fore and explain his eschatological journey and how
they can follow him.

Chapter three focuses on the narrative frame. In this chapter, I explore possibilities for
the missing six pages of the Berlin Codex that form the beginning of GMary, firmly situating
it within the dialogue gospel genre. The extant narrative frame is then divided into three
parts: The Saviour’s farewell discourse that leads to his final departure, Mary’s intervention,
and the subsequent breach between the disciples and its possible healing. I will argue that the
Saviour’s farewell discourse encourages the disciples to be active participants in the Christian
message of salvation. They must procure Jesus’ peace, they are warned against waiting for an
apocalyptic Son of Man, and instead they must find Christ within. They are told to preach the
gospel and banned from imposing new laws of their own devising. Once Jesus has gone, the
disciples are left with Mary to comfort them. The section on Mary’s intervention focuses on
two features of the text’s depiction of her character: her relationship with the male disciples
and her relationship with Jesus. Attention to the differences between the Greek (POxy 3525;
PRyl 463) and Coptic (BG) versions of (parts of) GMary indicate that the Coptic recension
heightens antagonism and disunity between Mary and the men. Mary’s relationship to Jesus,
on the other hand, is one of unity, and I argue that Mary takes on a kind of Paraclete role as
she ‘rises’ only as Jesus departs, and she teaches and comforts the other disciples.

The final part of the narrative frame sees the disciples split into two factions, with
Mary and Levi on one side and Peter and Andrew on the other. The split is the result of
Mary’s recollection of the ascent of the Soul. Andrew and Peter will not accept this teaching
as it is not consistent with what they know of Jesus and because Jesus revealed it to Mary
alone. They condemn Mary’s revelation as heresy. By challenging Mary, Peter is cast as an
adversary akin to the hostile cosmic powers that attempt to prevent the Soul from attaining
her eschatological Rest. The text gives Levi the last words, and he reminds them all of the
Saviour’s teaching in his farewell discourse. GMary concludes with the enactment of Jesus’
command to preach — although in the Greek Rylands papyrus, Levi preaches alone, whereas
in the Coptic MS, there is an ambiguous ‘they departed to preach’. If the narrative frame of
the Coptic GMary creates greater tension between the male disciples and Mary, does the
‘they’ allow for a greater reconciliation between the two parties, or does ‘they’ refer to Mary
and Levi and thus rule out reconciliation altogether? This is explored in light of other textual

evidence, especially PistSoph.



There are two sets of eschatological teachings in GMary — the dissolution of Matter,
revealed to the group by the Saviour, and the ascent of the Soul, revealed alone to Mary who
then recounts it to the group. These themes are the focus of chapters four and five. The
cosmic eschatology of GMary is essentially that the created heavens and earth will be
restored through dissolution into its original constituent parts. This presupposes a cosmology
in which Matter is the raw material of the cosmos and has been moulded into the composite
created entities called in GMary ‘every nature, every form, every creature’. This cosmology
does not imply an inferior-demiurgic creator deity, and the author’s view of the contingent
nature of the material world is shared between many second-century Christian thinkers,
including Justin and Irenaeus, and situates GMary firmly within a Christian context. Chapter
four firstly deals with the cosmological makeup of matter, nature, form and creature, and then
argues that dissolution must occur because humanity lives under sin and death because of its
enslavement to passion. This is essentially a Pauline view. I then discuss the christological
reading of ‘the Good’ as the instigator of the cosmic eschaton, and how this relates to the
‘Son of Man’, which Jesus proclaims as living within the disciples. The Son of Man in
GMary contradicts a Parousia theology, in which Christ will come again to judge and destroy
the world. But the Son of Man is still Christ — just as he can live within his disciples in Paul
and John, he lives within his disciples in GMary. There is no expectation of a future external
figure, nor need there be one: with Christ’s coming, the end time has begun. The Son of Man
is within. The Good dissolves the cosmos. Christ is both.

Chapter five explores the individual eschatology of GMary, which is narrated through
the ascent of the individual and paradigmatic Soul to its heavenly Rest. I will argue that the
anonymous Soul is in the first instance Jesus himself: It is the ascension of John 20.17. Yet, it
can also be the disciple’s Soul. The Soul must ascend past malevolent archons who challenge
her, and by declaring her heavenly origins she can overcome them and return home. In
1Apoclas, we see that Jesus’ ascension past fearsome archons paves the way for James to
follow, and at the time of James’ own ascension he must profess his own heavenly ancestry
to these archons (cf. GThom 50). The comparable scheme in GMary extends the ascension
reference in John 20.17 to the disciple’s salvation.

The characterization of Mary here suggests that she has already (partly) followed
Jesus into eternal Rest. At the culmination of the ascent, Mary mirrors the Soul in her silence.
She is called ‘blessed’, the Saviour loves her more than the other disciples and she receives

private revelation from him. She does not appear to be under the influence of passions, sin



and death. I propose that in GMary Rest can be partly-realized in the present Christian

experience, much like the Johannine eternal life, and fully attained after death.



Part One



Chapter One
What is a Dialogue Gospel? Defining a Genre

Dialogue gospels do not exist in isolation. They are part of the wider network of literary texts
and traditions that shaped Christianity. They share a number of intertextual motifs with the
canonical gospels, and at points converge with early Christian thinkers such as Ignatius and
Clement, in spite of radically different theological views.! Our purpose here is to construct a
genre as a starting point to find such connections that will point to other texts within the
genre itself but also to those outside of it. And so, 13 texts have been focused on under the
premise that to be a dialogue gospel, a text must contain two things: (1) Jesus on the verge of
departure, and (2) dialogue with one or more of his disciples.

Dialogue gospels are called a variety of different things and each name is indicative of
the texts scholars wish to include within that genre. Sometimes they are called ‘resurrection
dialogues’, which confines the genre to dialogues with the risen Lord. These might include
ApJohn, SophJesChr and EpAp, among others. Sometimes the group’s title is prefixed with
the label ‘gnostic’, and so will exclude EpAp and ApocPet (and arguably ApJas). A more
inclusive group of texts might be called ‘dialogue gospels’, expanding the group to include
farewell discourses, such as DialSav, John FD and GJudas, alongside resurrection dialogues
of any theological persuasion. This chapter will discuss how previous scholarship has
construed the genre, and ask what work the construction of a genre can do for us.? I will then

propose a genre of ‘dialogue gospels’, which comprises:

i.  Apocryphon of John
ii. Johannine Farewell Discourse

iii.  Epistle of Peter to Philip

! Every mention of Clement in this work refers to Clement of Alexandria.

% See the table below. The differences in the collections have been noted by e.g. Petersen: ‘Diese
Zusammenstellung macht deutlich, daf3 die Zuordnung einer Schrift zur Gattung des gnostishcen Dialogs
keineswegs eindeutig ist’, Silke Petersen, Zerstirt die Werke der Weiblichkeit! Maria Magdalena, Salome and
andere Jiingerinnen Jesu in christlich-gnostischen Schriften, NHMS 48 (Leiden: Brill, 1999), 37. Dettwiler also
notes: ‘Die Texte, die von der Forschung zur Gattung des gnostischen Dialogs des Erlosers resp. des
gnostischen Offenbarungsdialogs gerechnet werden, sind weder formal noch inhaltlich streng einheitlich. So
werden bspw. je nachdem, ob die Dialogstruktur als konstitutiv fiir eine Schrift angesehen wird oder nur eine
spitere literarische Einkleidung einer urspriinglich nichtdialogischen Schrift darstellt, unterschiedlich viele
Texte dieser Gattung zugerechnet’, Andreas Dettwiler, Die Gegenwart des Erhiéhten: eine exegetische Studie zu
den johanneischen Abschiedsreden (Joh 13,31—-16,33) unter besonderer Beriicksichtigung ihres Relecture-
Charakters (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1995), 22.
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iv.  Apocalypse of Peter (Greek and Ethiopic)
v.  First Apocalypse of James
vi.  Apocryphon of James
vii.  Pistis Sophia
viii.  Gospel of Mary
ix.  Book of Thomas
x.  Gospel of Judas
xi.  Dialogue of the Saviour
xii.  Epistula Apostolorum

xiii.  Sophia of Jesus Christ

Finally in this chapter, I will note how the theme keys of revelation, the revealer and

eschatology are conceived in comparable ways within these 13 texts.

1.1. ‘Gnostic Dialogues’ and ‘Dialogevangelien’

1.1.1. The Literature

Few scholars have looked at dialogue gospels in their entirety, and those that have have
reached no consensus regarding what they are (genre) or which texts should be included. The
two main studies on these dialogues as a ‘genre’ are Perkins’ The Gnostic Dialogue and
Hartenstein’s Die zweite Lehre.? Perkins includes only those that she considers ‘gnostic’ and
Hartenstein includes only those that contain a narrative frame. Although different interests
predominate, both studies build their categories and analysis from earlier scholarship, which
tended to hold a rigid view of both genre and ‘gnosticism’. To my knowledge, since
‘gnosticism’ as a category has been dismantled or nuanced, no major study on the ‘dialogue
gospel” genre has been published.* It is unfortunate that past scholarship categorizes the texts
we are dealing with as ‘gnostic’ (or ‘anti-gnostic’ in the case of EpAp). It is much more
useful to see the genre as made up of individual texts that represent divergent theologies,

christologies, eschatologies, and so forth.

* Pheme Perkins, The Gnostic Dialogue: The Early Church and the Crisis of Gnosticism (New York: Paulist
Press, 1980); Judith Hartenstein, Die zweite Lehre: Erscheinungen des Auferstandenen als Rahmenerzdhlungen
friihchristlicher Dialoge TU 146 (Berlin: Akademie Verlag, 2000).

* Much of the scholarship before Williams and King’s works understands dialogue gospels in terms of non-
Christian traditions woven into a Christian narrative framework. For example, Meyer states that EpPetPhil has
‘baptized these [non-Christian] traditions as revelatory utterances of the risen Christ’, Marvin W. Meyer, The
Letter of Peter to Philip, SBLDS 53 (Chico, CA: Scholars Press, 1981), 122. In the last 20 years, English-
speaking scholars working on texts that were once classified as ‘gnostic’ have become more nuanced and
qualify their use of these categories.
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Two decades after the discovery of the Nag Hammadi codices in 1945, work was
being published on this ‘dialogue gospel’ genre, which included several texts from the NHC
alongside texts from related codices. Much of the earlier work from the late 1960s to the
1980s stressed identifying literary genres, proposing structural similarities between texts, and
then deciding on the antecedent genre. In 1968, Rudolph raised the question of the ‘gnostic
dialogue’ as a literary genre, understanding these texts as an independent literary form
developed out of older styles such as erotapokriseis and Platonic dialogues.’ The texts he
considers are ApJohn, GMary, ApocPaul, 1ApocJas, SophJesChr, PistSoph and 2Jeu (and the
Manichaean Kephalaia). He constructs the genre by identifying features typical to the texts,
including the following: the teacher-revealer is the exalted Christ; the students are the
apostles; the teacher-student relationship is frozen in a ‘Frage-Antwort-Schema’; there is no
discussion with opponents; the aim is not primarily polemical but to serve its own ‘Sitz im
Leben’; the content is often concerned with exegetical questions; and the characters are
fictional ‘ohne Fleisch und Blut’.® Mary Magdalene is by far the most popular disciple,
appearing 69 times (followed by Peter appearing 7 times as a not-so-close second). Within

the dialogues, Rudolph sees the characteristics as:

die wiederholte Forderung nach Aufmerksamkeit,
die eingangs gegebene Selbstpradikation,
die Trostung der durch sein Erscheinen erschreckten Jiinger,

der Lob besonders gut gestellter Fragen oder Antworten,

3 Kurt Rudolph, ‘Der gnostische “Dialog” als Literarisches Genus’, in Probleme der koptischen Literatur, ed.
Peter Nagel (Halle: Wissenschaftliche Beitrdge der Universitidt Halle-Wittenberg, 1968), esp. 89. Revelation
dialogues have continued to be associated with erotapokriseis literature, and the question has recently been
addressed in a collection of essays from a 2013 volume. Kaler argues against the tendency to link revelatory
dialogues too closely to erotapokriseis literature as it will overemphasize only one aspect of the revelation
dialogue, Michael Kaler, ‘Just How Close Are the Gnostic Revelation Dialogues to Erotapokriseis Literature,
Anyway?’, in La littérature des Questions et Réponses dans I’ Antiquité profane et chrétienne: De
Ienseignement a I’ exégeése, ed. Marie-Pierre Bussieres, Instrumenta Patristica et Mediaevalia 64 (Turnhout:
Brepols Publishers, 2013), 37—49. Piovanelli shows that these are traditions that are in transition and are not
static, Pierluigi Piovanelli, ‘Entre oralité et (ré)écriture: Le modele des erotapokriseis dans les dialogues
Apocryphes de Nag Hammadi’, in Questions et Réponses, 93—103. In the same volume, Edwards argues that
1Apoclas “is not representative of our concept of erotapokriseis’ as the dialogue is not intended to be didactic or
exegetical, and is not a one-sided conversation between teacher and student, Robert Michael Edwards, ‘The
Rhetoric of Authority: The Nature of Revelation in the First Apocalypse of James’, in Questions et Réponses,
77.1 would say that the conversation between James and Jesus in 1ApocJas is both didactic and exegetical and
should be no more or less associated with erotapokriseis than other dialogue gospels. Zamagni shows that the
question-and-answer pattern in early Christianity serves a number of aims and purposes, and is far from clearly
defined itself, Claudio Zamagni, ‘Is the Question-and-Answer Literary Genre in Early Christian Literature a
Homogeneous Group?’, in Questions et Réponses, 241-68.

6 Rudolph, ‘Der gnostische “Dialog” als Literarisches Genus’, 89-90.
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der Vortrag ohne Gleichnisse, also offen und unverhiillt.”

He argues that the dialogues are written to develop doctrine and convey salvation: ‘Durch
diese Literaturform sucht die Gnosis sich selbst aufzuklaren; sie ist Abbild dieses
innergnostichen Vorgangs der Lehrbildung’.?

Outlines to this effect are relatively popular in discussions about genre. Thus Puech
defines ‘gnostische Evangelien’ as having the following features: action on a mountain and
after the resurrection; appearance of the Saviour in supernatural light form; astonishment and
fear from the recipients; and the dialogue beginning almost immediately. In the dialogues, the
resurrected and glorified Christ bestows the highest revelation, revealing mysteries and
solving the problems that the disciples are concerned about.’ Krause suggested a simpler
outline of the ‘revelation dialogue’ genre: (1) setting: post-resurrection; (2)
question/dialogue; (3) action; (4) conclusion.'® A different approach was taken by Koester
who, instead of listing internal-textual features that define a genre, inserted dialogues into the
context of sayings traditions, arguing that the dialogues are a continuation of older sayings
collections and offer an interpretation of them. In doing so, he changed the scholarly
conversation around these texts: instead of isolating the dialogue gospels from other gospels,
he brought them into conversation."'

In 1979, Fallon suggested a genre of ‘gnostic apocalypses’. The new focus on
‘apocalypse’ rather than ‘dialogue’ or ‘gospel’ pushed him in the direction of categorizing the
texts in terms of their eschatology. He created a scheme of those without (Type I) and those
with (Type II) an otherworldly journey, and sub-types (i) those with cosmic eschatology and

(ii) those with only personal eschatology. The apocalypses divide as:

" Rudolph, ‘Der gnostische “Dialog” als Literarisches Genus’, 92-93.

8 Rudolph, ‘Der gnostische “Dialog” als Literarisches Genus’, 103.

° This is in E. Hennecke and W. Schneemelcher, eds., Neutestamentliche Apokryphen in deutscher Ubersetzung:
Evangelien, 3rd ed., vol. 1 (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1959), 170—71. The 1991 6" edition advises that several
Nag Hammadi texts had not been available to Puech, so that we should be cautious in using his work to define
this genre, W. Schneemelcher, New Testament Apocrypha, vol. 1, Trans. ed. R. McL. Wilson (Louisville: WJK,
1991), 354-55.

10 Martin Krause, ‘Die literarischen Gattungen der Apokalypsen von Nag Hammadi’, in Apocalypticism in the
Mediterranean World and the Near East: Proceedings of the International Colloquium on Apocalypticism,
Uppsala, August 12—17, 1979, ed. David Hellholm (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1983), 621-37.

"' Helmut Koester, Ancient Christian Gospels: Their History and Development (London: SCM Press;
Philadelphia: Trinity Press International, 1990).
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Otherworldly revelations but no otherworldly journey (Type I)

Cosmic eschatology included (I.i): Melchizedek, 2ApocJas, GMary, HypArch,
PistSoph 1-3

Personal eschatology only (L.ii): ApocAdam, Allogenes, SophJesChr, ApJohn,
1Apoclas, (ApJas,)'? ApocPetcop, EpPetPhil,
PistSoph 4, Hypsiphrone

Otherworldly journey (Type II)

Cosmic eschatology included (II.i): ParaShem

Personal eschatology only (ILii): Zost, ApocPaul

Fallon’s classification of these texts as apocalypses encourages a stronger emphasis on their
eschatological aspects — a topic which is often overlooked. Although his overview is
introductory, for his selected texts the analysis is spot on: he argues that the emphasis is on
present salvation through knowledge and eschatological salvation conceived through the

ascent of the soul/divine element to the divine realm.'® He continues:

Occasionally, this interest is accompanied by an interest in the consummation, i.e., the
dissolution of the cosmos and the return of all divine elements to the divine realm
(e.g. NatArch, PS I-III, ParaShem). Obviously, there is no interest in these gnostic
apocalypses in cosmic transformation at the end of time, since the cosmos is in

principle evil."

In actuality, this is not ‘obvious’, as we will see in the case of GMary in chapter four. Fallon
differentiates ‘gnostic revelatory dialogues’ from apocalypses on the basis that in the

dialogues ‘[t]here is no account of the appearance or departure of the revealer and thus no

12 In the introduction to the Semeia volume on apocalypticism, Collins writes that: ‘The Christian Apocryphon
of James from Nag Hammadi, which is not clearly Gnostic, also conforms to this type [Apocalypses with only
Personal Eschatology (and no otherworldly journey)]’, John J. Collins, ‘Introduction: Towards the Morphology
of a Genre’, ed. John J. Collins, Semeia 14 (1979): 14. But Fallon places it under ‘Christian apocalypse’ rather
than ‘gnostic apocalypse’ and so it is not placed alongside 1ApocJas, EpPetPhil, and so forth, Francis T. Fallon,
‘Gnostic Apocalypses’, ed. John J. Collins, Apocalypse: The Morphology of a Genre, Semeia 14 (1979): 145.

13 Fallon, ‘Gnostic Apocalypses’, 125.

!4 Fallon, ‘Gnostic Apocalypses’, 125. Another defining characteristic is the dualism between the evil heavens
and/or their rulers (which are more developed in later works, such as PistSoph) and the divine realm above them
(126).
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clear presentation of Jesus as a transcendent mediator as in the gnostic apocalypses’."” The
‘revelatory dialogues’ are GThom, BookThom, DialSav, 1 and 2Jeu. This division could
benefit from being blurred. As Collins writes in the introduction to the same Semeia volume:
‘An “apocalypse” is simply that which scholars call an apocalypse’.'® Saying that, he later

offers a definition:

‘Apocalypse’ is a genre of revelatory literature with a narrative framework, in which a
revelation is mediated by an otherworldly being to a human recipient, disclosing a
transcendent reality which is both temporal, insofar as it envisages eschatological

salvation, and spatial insofar as it involves another, supernatural world."’

Apocalypses, then, are slightly different to dialogue gospels, although many texts could be
classed as both. Dialogue gospels, furthermore, are focused on the departing Jesus and so
their disclosure of the eschatological salvation is necessary as the ‘otherworldly being’
(always Jesus) is no longer going to be present to guide his disciples.

The monograph-length studies of Perkins and Hartenstein have been influenced by the
discussions of Rudolph, Krause and Koester, and especially their outlines of generic
characteristics. For Perkins, there are common features that can be found throughout the
revelatory dialogues. Common features of the narrative frame are: (1) the risen Saviour; (2)
the revealer’s appearance as angelic, announcing himself with an ‘I am’, or rebuking the
disciples; (3) opponents are mentioned; (4) the disciples are to preach gnosis and possibly to
face persecution; (5) the revelation has been hidden; (6) the inclusion of a post-resurrection
commission; and (7) questions listed or an erotapokriseis style. Frequently occurring content
includes: (1) the Sophia myth; (2) the necessity of gnosis; (3) asceticism; (4) the ascent of the
soul; (5) New Testament interpretation; and (6) baptism. Other, less common, topics include
Genesis interpretation, the nature of God, the crucifixion and cosmic eschatology.'® The
Sophia myth occurs frequently, but the revelation dialogues ‘seem content to paraphrase the

myth in order to provide a basis for the redemptive activity of the Gnostic revealer’." This

15 Fallon, ‘Gnostic Apocalypses’, 139.

16 Collins, ‘Towards the Morphology of a Genre’, 2.

17 Collins, ‘Towards the Morphology of a Genre’, 9.

18 Perkins, The Gnostic Dialogue, 68. The forms of speech used are commonly the ‘Sophia myth, apocalyptic
vision, hymnic or prayer language, sayings of Jesus, exegetical questions — usually about the New Testament —
and doctrinal questions’ (60).

19 Perkins, The Gnostic Dialogue, 66, also 63—65.
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may be why, as Perkins concludes, ‘[t]he predominant emphasis of the revelation dialogue is
on soteriology, not on speculation about the cosmos or doctrine’.*

With these characteristics, her ‘gnostic dialogue’ genre includes thirteen works:
ActPet12, ApJas, ApJohn, 1ApocJas, ApocPetcop, BookThom, DialSav, EpPetPhil, GMary,
HypArch, PistSoph and SophJesChr. The dialogues themselves draw on a variety of models —
philosophical dialogues (yet the gnostic dialogue is not an exchange of ideas, but a way to
‘provide the revealer with an opportunity to discharge his mission’*"), Jewish apocalypses,
Hermetic teacher/pupil dialogues and erotapokriseis (although gnostic dialogues have a
‘polemical edge which sets them apart from the more irenic instructional dialogues’).?
Perkins sees the revelation dialogue as a ‘powerful weapon’ in the debate between different
Christian factions. According to her, this may be inferred from GMary, with Peter
representing orthodox Christians acting against Mary who represents Gnostic Christians,*
and EpAp, ‘which seems to be an orthodox attempt to use the genre against Gnostic
opponents by presenting the content of post-resurrection revelation as identical with the
teaching of the canonical gospels.’** But the ‘gnostic’ dialogues are written for insiders: even
‘[t]he paraenetic sermons must certainly have been directed at members of the community.
They are not rhetorically designed to persuade the unconverted’.”

Within the ‘gnostic dialogue’ genre, Perkins notes the various interests of the texts
and divides them into four categories:

(1) ‘Gnostic revealer’ texts: comprising ApJohn, SophJesChr, HypArch and Zost. These
are texts that claim esoteric truth, and show little evidence of polemical aims.
(2) Thomasine texts, which are ascetic in character and include BookThom and

DialSav.*

(3) Petrine texts, which are more interested in ‘Christian problems’ such as the passion,

christology and apostolic authority (as opposed to cosmology, eschatology and

20 perkins, The Gnostic Dialogue, 73.

2! Perkins, The Gnostic Dialogue, 19.

22 Perkins, The Gnostic Dialogue, 20. The instructional dialogues are Zost, HypArch, ApJohn and SophJesChr,
pp-80-98.

3 perkins, The Gnostic Dialogue, 133-37.

24 Perkins, The Gnostic Dialogue, 26, n.2.

25 Perkins, The Gnostic Dialogue, 68.

% These two texts Perkins regards as atypical within the genre: ‘Though both make it clear that the revealer is
the Risen Lord prior to the ascension, they lack the opening epiphany in response to the disciples’ perplexity,
which is so typical of revelation dialogues’, Perkins, The Gnostic Dialogue, 100. Parenthetical references
omitted.
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ascesis).”” These claim Peter as their favoured disciple, and include ApocPetcop,
EpPetPhil and ActPetl2. The Petrine texts do not rely solely on the revelation of the
risen Lord, they emphasize that true instruction was given to Peter and/or the apostles
before his death.?®

(4) Non-apostolic texts, which include GMary, PistSoph, 1 ApocJas and ApJas, and
favour either Mary or James rather than Peter or ‘the Twelve’. The James texts
‘explicitly acknowledge that gnosis was not preached by the apostolic generation’,
and GMary and PistSoph claim that Mary or James respectively was someone ‘whom

Jesus loves’.”

Perkins’ analysis of the texts, and the way that she constructs groups and finds intertextual
connections is insightful. The Revealer/Thomas/Peter/non-apostolic groups highlight
connections between the texts within their individual groups, but Perkins is also adept at
identifying connections outside of a text’s primary classification. For example, she sees how
BookThom and 1ApocJas understand Jesus’ familial relation to a ‘twin’ or ‘brother’ as more
important than the Twelve, thus finding common ground between texts she has placed in
different categories.*

Hartenstein offers a different approach to the genre, seeing the teachings of the
‘Dialogevangelien’ as divergent in content, but their narrative frames as arranged in parallel.
Her scope moves away from ‘gnostic dialogues’ to ‘dialogue gospels’, which include EpAp
alongside ApJohn, GMary, EpPetPhil, 1 ApocJas, ApJas and SophJesChr. (SophJesChr, she
argues, is the oldest dialogue and perhaps the form that the others were based on.*") To refer
to dialogue gospels is to understand these texts as not only revelatory dialogues but as
gospels, in that Jesus is the central figure; these texts claim to reproduce his words, and their
message is largely salvific.”> But for Hartenstein a criterion is that they must clearly have a

post-resurrection setting.

27 Perkins, The Gnostic Dialogue, 114.

28 Perkins, The Gnostic Dialogue, 116.

2 Perkins, The Gnostic Dialogue, 132. Perkins does not deal with the fact that James is the brother of the Lord
in 1ApocJas (nuc 24,12—14) but appears to be one of the Twelve in ApJas (1,22—-25).

30 perkins, The Gnostic Dialogue, 101.

31 On SophJesChr as the earliest dialogue gospel, see Judith Hartenstein, Die zweite Lehre, 313—14. Contra, van
Os writes that ‘Sophia cannot have been the model for the other early resurrection dialogues, as the other early
works are often shorter, less coherent, and less structured’, Bas van Os, ‘John’s Last Supper and the
Resurrection Dialogues’, in John, Jesus, and History: Aspects of Historicity in the Fourth Gospel, Vol. 2, ed.
Paul N. Anderson, Felix Just, and Tom Thatcher (Atlanta, GA: Society of Biblical Literature, 2009), 274.

32 Hartenstein, Die zweite Lehre, 27-28.
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Hartenstein’s focus on the narrative frame draws insightful connections with the
resurrection scenes of the canonical gospels, and indeed she argues that the dialogue gospels
presuppose the canonical gospels — they do not intend to replace them, nor could they exist
independently of them.* Instead, they propound a second, higher teaching (‘die zweite
Lehre’) to the well-known, recognized and canonical one. The resurrection setting was
appropriate as Jesus gained a higher status after his resurrection, although she notes that some
dialogues do not propose variations between the teaching of the earthly and risen Jesus.
Using EpAp allows Hartenstein to argue that the texts may be seen as gnostic through their
teachings, but not on the basis of their genre.*

Hartenstein’s concept of genre or Gattung is clearly and stringently defined. Her
seven texts have, she claims, more in common with each other than with other texts, such as
GThom, HypArch or DialSav. Such commonalities include an appearance of Jesus and the
ratio of questions and answers, and depend entirely on the narrative frame.* Perkins noted
the atypicality of BookThom and DialSav as they lack the appearance of the Saviour, and on
this basis Hartenstein excludes them altogether as she sees the absence of a narrative frame to
represent a different historical perspective. She writes: ‘M.E. vermeidet Dial[Sav] wie
EvThom eine zeitliche Einbindung der Offenbarungen — eine Situierung nach der
Auferstehung ist nicht eindeutig erkennbar — und hat deshalb ein anderes Verhéltnis zwischen
Text und Wirklichkeit als die Dialogevangelien.”*® If, however, we want to appreciate the
content of the revelation, rather than the structure of the texts or their generic ancestors, then
it is helpful to take a more open view of the genre. There are as many similarities and
differences within Hartenstein’s seven-text group as there are with related texts outside of it.
The cosmologies of ApJohn and PistSoph share much in common, both having a repentant

Sophia; GMary and DialSav have a similar realized/future tension; ApJas and 1ApocJas do

3 But: ‘Diese Beziige lassen sich allerdings nicht durch ein Konzept von literarischer Abhingigkeit, wie es zur
Bestimmung des Verhéltnisses der Synoptiker entwickelt wurde, erfassen’, Hartenstein, Die zweite Lehre, 20.

3% Martina Janssen also disagrees with linking gnostic theology or christology to the dialogue genre. She uses a
wide range of dialogues, including ‘gnostic’, ‘non-gnostic’, Manichaean and Hermetic, and demonstrates that
there is a lack of common features (including disunity in the narrative frames) to link all dialogue texts, Martina
Janssen, ‘Mystagogus Gnosticus? Zur Gattung der “gnostischen Gespriache des Auferstandenen™, in Studien zur
Gnosis, ed. Gerd Liidemann, Studies in the Religion and History of Early Christianity (Frankfurt am Main: Peter
Lang, 1999), 21-260.

3 Hartenstein, Die zweite Lehre, esp. 255-59.

% Hartenstein, Die zweite Lehre, 256. In a later article, Hartenstein gives up the title ‘Dialogevangelien’ and
replaces it with the more specific ‘Erscheinungsevangelien’, Judith Hartenstein, ‘Erscheinungsevangelien
(Gespriache mit dem Auferstandenen) im Kontext frithchristlicher Theologie: Ankniipfungspunkte und
Besonderheiten der christologischen Vorstellungen’, in The Apocryphal Gospels within the Context of Early
Christian Theology, ed. Jens Schroter (Leuven: Peeters, 2013), 305-32.
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not have a high regard for the Twelve — but neither does GJudas; and EpAp and Asclsa share
an angelomorphic christology. By pigeonholing texts within too rigid a genre classification,
we might miss out on a lot.

Much like Perkins, Hartenstein sees the dialogue gospels as addressed to their own
‘Tragergruppe’, and on the whole they are neither suitable nor intended for missionary
purposes.”” These groups had a clear self-conscious understanding of themselves, believing
themselves to be the recipients of an in-depth understanding of Jesus’ teachings: ‘die zweite
Lehre’. However, she argues that the group(s) behind the dialogue gospels saw themselves as
part of mainstream Christianity, and (with the exception of ApJas) they were not esoteric
writings.

Petersen builds on Hartenstein’s work, identifying a group of texts that have an
appearance of the resurrected Jesus as a focal point.” She names SophJesChr, 1ApocJas,
GMary, EpAp and PistSoph as ‘Erscheinungsevangelien’ (her main focus is on women in
these texts).” Petersen hypothesizes that the use of dialogue within the text serves the

purpose of inciting dialogue among readers and hearers, writing:

Dialoge wurden (ebenso wie andere antike Texte) vorwiegend nicht privat rezipiert,
sondern vorgelesen, gehort und wohl auch diskutiert, wobei die dialogische Situation

verdoppelt wurde.*

Therefore, the dialogue within the text is important for the transmission of the text’s contents
within the community of its readers. The fact that these texts were designed to be read aloud
showed that the intention was to expand the audience for Jesus’ revelatory speech.
Furthermore, Petersen posits that appearance dialogues summarize their revelation at the end,
and this revelation is intended to be repeated and learned by its readers.*' Thus, she links the

salvific message contained within the text with the form of the text itself.

37 ¢Aus der Analyse der Schriften ergibt sich aber als Gemeinsamkeit, daB alle in erster Linie der Erbauung,
Stiitzung und Festigung ihrer Tragergruppe beabsichtigen’, Hartenstein, Die zweite Lehre, 251.

38 Petersen maintains Hartenstein’s view on Christianity and ‘gnosticism’, writing: ‘Die Texte dokumentieren
eine Vermischung und Durchdringung von Christlichem und Gnostischem, und klare Unterscheidungen
zwischen beidem sind in vielen Féllen kaum zu treffen’, Petersen, Zerstort die Werke, 42.

¥ Petersen, Zerstort die Werke, 38. In all of her selected texts but 1 ApJas, Jesus appears to female disciples
whether first (as in EpAp, GMary) or within the group (SophJesChr, PistSoph). Although 1ApJas does not have
an appearance to a female disciple, the text identifies a group of women as honoured disciples.

40 Petersen, Zerstirt die Werke, 43.

4 Petersen, Zerstort die Werke, 43.

18



Perkins and Hartenstein have both been influenced by older, now outdated, definitions
of gnosticism. Perkins’ view of revelatory dialogues (‘gnostic dialogues’) may be summed up
by her statement that ‘[t]he revelation dialogue seems to have been as characteristic of
Christian Gnostics as the Gospel was of orthodox Christians’.** Similarly, Hartenstein
constructs her analysis through this gnostic/Christian dichotomy, but without linking genre
and christology. Put bluntly, she sees the narrative frame, which is the focus of her study, as a
Christian frame imposed on a gnostic dialogue, and only because she focuses on the Christian
narrative frame can she make connections to the canonical gospels: ‘Zugleich ist die
Rahmenerzahlung fiir einige Schriften der einzige Teil, im dem Beziehungen zu anderer
christlicher Uberlieferung deutlich werden, speziell zu den Erscheinungsgeschichten in den
SchluBkapiteln der kanonischen Evangelien’.* This separation of a Christian narrative frame
and the ‘gnostic’ revelation undermines the integrity of the text as a whole, as well as failing
to recognize the diversity of the wider Christian landscape.* It also influences the way she
reads the individual texts; all of these texts, she argues, have a relationship to ‘gnostische
Aussagen’, whether it be simple such as SophJesChr, ApJohn and EpPetPhil, more developed
as in GMary and 1ApocJas, presupposed as in ApJas, or polemical as in EpAp.* Since
Perkins’ and Hartenstein’s monographs, however, the way that the majority of scholars
construct the relationship between early Christianities, and especially ‘gnostic’ texts, has
changed. For example, Jenott’s monograph on GJudas sees the old gnostic/New Testament
dichotomy as questionable: ‘Given the wide variety of perspectives both within the New
Testament itself and among so-called Gnostic texts, I genuinely have no idea what constitutes
a Gnostic point of view or a New Testament lens’.* This new sense of the fluidity of
traditional boundaries needs to be taken into account when constructing our genre, and also

when reading the individual texts.

42 Perkins, The Gnostic Dialogue, 26. For criticism of this, see Janssen, ‘Mystagogus Gnosticus?’. Also, King’s
extensive footnote: Karen L. King, The Gospel of Mary of Magdala: Jesus and the First Woman Apostle (Santa
Rosa, CA: Polebridge Press, 2003), 192-93, n.8.

3 Hartenstein, Die zweite Lehre, 3.

# Despite the overall rhetoric of the Christian narrative frame and the ‘gnostic’ teaching being largely
incompatible, Hartenstein does attempt to appreciate each text on its own basis without instantly ascribing to it a
gnostic worldview. Thus she notes that ‘[b]ei den von mir untersuchten Schriften ist allerdings nicht immer
eindeutig, ob es sich um gnostische Schriften handelt, da der Weltentstehungsmythos nicht in allen vorkommt’,
Hartenstein, Die zweite Lehre, 31.

4 Hartenstein, Die zweite Lehre, 254.

% Lance Jenott, The Gospel of Judas: Coptic Text, Translation, and Historical Interpretation of ‘the Betrayer’s
Gospel’, STAC 64 (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2011), 2.
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1.1.2. The Taxonomies

In the scholarship that has investigated this group of texts (in varying forms), there has been
no consensus regarding the name or form of the genre, or which texts should be considered to
belong within it. Rudolph, Koester, Perkins and Hartenstein, among others, are interested in
different things and so choose to discuss different texts. Hartenstein is interested in the
narrative frame and so excludes DialSav and BookThom from her work, and Perkins is
interested in gnosticism and so excludes EpAp. When these scholars define a genre, they are
not coming up with the same title or collection because they are not starting with the same set
of questions. The table below shows the differences in the titles and texts of these comparable

literary genres.
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Hennecke- Rudolph Perkins Schneemelcher, 6" Hartenstein Tuckett Markschies- Bockmuehl
Schneemelcher, 3 ed. | (1968) (1980)° ed. (1990)°7 (2000)>8 (2005)>° Schréter (2017)°!
(1959)°* (2012)%0
‘Wechselsgespriche ‘Der gnostische ‘Gnostic ‘Dialoge des ‘Dialogevangelien’ | ‘Resurrection | ‘Dialogische ‘Post-
Jesu mit seinen Jiingern “Dialog™ Dialogues’ Erlosers’ Aplas discourses/ Evangelien’ resurrection
nach seiner 1ApocJas ActPet12 Aplas 1Apoclas dialogues’ (Allogenes) discourse
Auferstehung’ ApJohn ApJas 1Apoclas ApJohn ApJas ApJas gospels’
EpAp ApocPaul ApJohn 2Apoclas EpAp ApJohn 1ApocJas Aplas
Freer-Logion 2Jeu 1Apoclas BookThom EpPetPhil (BookThom) 2Apoclas 1Apoclas
Gospel-fragment of GMary ApocPetcop DialSav GMary (DialSav) BookThom 2ApocJas
Strassburg Coptic PistSoph BookThom EpAp SophJesChr EpAp DialSav EpAp
papyrus SophJesChr DialSav EpPetPhil GMary EpAp EpPetPhil
The Kephalaia EpPetPhil Freer-Logion (GThom) EpPetPhil GMary
‘Andere gnostische GMary SophJesChr Freer-Logion GPhil
Evangelien und HypArch ‘Andere gnostische Fragment of GThom
verwandte Literatur’® PistSoph Evangelien und dialogue SophJesChr
Aplas SophJesChr verwandte Literatur’ between John
ApJohn Aplas and Jesus*
BookThom ApJohn GlJudas
DialSav BookThom GMary
Jeu DialSav SophJesChr
GlJudas Jeu
GMary GlJudas
PistSoph GMary
SophJesChr PistSoph
SophJesChr

4 Hennecke and Schneemelcher, Neutestamentliche Apokryphen in deutscher Ubersetzung: Evangelien.

%5 Rudolph, ‘Der gnostische “Dialog” als Literarisches Genus’.

% Perkins, The Gnostic Dialogue.

57'W. Schneemelcher, New Testament Apocrypha.

38 Hartenstein, Die zweite Lehre.

% Christopher Tuckett, ‘Forty Other Gospels’, in The Written Gospel, ed. Markus Bockmuehl and Donald A. Hagner (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2005), 238—
53.

80 Christoph Markschies and Jens Schréter, eds., Antike christliche Apokryphen in deutscher Ubersetzung: Evangelien und Verwandtes, vol.1 pt. 2 (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck,
2012).

81 Markus Bockmuehl, Ancient Apocryphal Gospels, Interpretation (Louisville, KY: Westminster John Knox Press, 2017).

82 This is split into several sections and includes many more texts. I only include here those that are relevant to us. This is also the case with the NT Apocrypha 1990 edition
in the fourth column above. (GJudas there refers to the Gospel of Judas as mentioned by Irenaeus, as Codex Tcachos was only made available in 2006.)
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In the nature of making a ‘collection’ of NT Apocrypha, editors have little choice but to
create generic categories, and so in the 1959 and 1990 Hennecke-Schneemelcher editions,
‘dialogues’ were differentiated from ‘gospels’. The difficulties in placing texts into a single
category are apparent in the 1990 edition, in which three texts (ApJas, DialSav and
BookThom) appear in both ‘dialogues with the Saviour’ and ‘gnostic gospels and related
literature’. Markschies-Schroter’s 2012 collection combines the two categories into one
(‘Dialogevangelien’) and creates a more substantive list.

The same texts are repeated in multiple columns, but the lists are not as uniform as we
might expect. GMary and SophJesChr are the only texts that appear in each column.
Hartenstein omitted DialSav and BookThom because they lack the narrative frame and
GlJudas because it does not have a post-resurrection setting. Perkins included HypArch and
Zost because her focus is on gnosticism. It is unclear why Markschies-Schroter and
Bockmuehl left out ApJohn.®3 The genre titles and lists make it quite apparent that they
reflect the interests of the modern authors rather than how the early Christians viewed the
texts in question. As modern scholars attempt to define and delimit a genre, they are putting
themselves in juxtaposition with their contemporaries who are interested in the same texts but
place them in different generic categories and alongside different ancient writings on the
basis of their own differing interests.

Recently, Tuckett and Bockmuehl have created new taxonomies that are less
interested in strict genre definitions than the works discussed previously. Tuckett writes about
‘resurrection dialogues’, which include GMary, ApJas, SophJesChr, ApJohn, DialSav,
BookThom, EpAp and GThom.* He notes that DialSav and BookThom are not explicit about
a post-resurrection setting, but suggests that this might be implied, especially in view of the
fragmentary nature of DialSav.®® GThom is less clear, but Tuckett wonders whether the
present tense of A&yet in the Greek fragments (as opposed to the ambiguous tense nexe in the

Coptic) suggests a speaker in the present, i.e. the risen Jesus.®

Further, dialogue elements are also present: on occasion followers of Jesus,

individually or collectively, pose questions to which Jesus responds (sayings 6, 12,

83 Neither appear to offer an explanation for this.
6% Tuckett, ‘Forty Other Gospels’.

85 Tuckett, ‘Forty Other Gospels’, 247.

% But note that Logion 1 on POxy.654 has inev.
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13, 20, 21 etc.). It may be, then, that the Gospel of Thomas is rather more like a
‘resurrection dialogue’ than might appear at first sight, and that in generic terms, not
too large a wedge should be driven between Thomas (as an alleged ‘sayings gospel’)

and other resurrection dialogues.®’

Bockmuehl creates a category named ‘post-resurrection discourse gospels’, a category
in which ‘many of the lines of textual, ideological, and genre identification are patently
blurred’.®® In it he includes those texts that are ‘unambiguous examples of a post-resurrection
setting’, including EpAp, SophJesChr, ApJas, 1ApocJas and EpPetPhil, as well as those that
‘strongly presuppose or imply such a narrative setting’, such as GMary and 2ApocJas.® He
also wants to impose ‘extremely fluid’ boundaries, expanding the genre to include GThom
and GPhil, the latter described as ‘a timeless mode of instruction that may only be tenuously
identified as the teaching of Jesus’.”” On GThom, Bockmuehl sees Christ’s title title iC eTong
// g 6 L@V (POxy 654) in the prologue as a ‘reference to the heavenly, eternal as opposed to
the earthly Christ’.”" On the matter of ‘timelessness’, Bockmuehl points to the Johannine

Jesus:

One may also usefully compare and contrast the apparent timelessness of John’s
loquaciously self-referential, supratemporal, descended, and perhaps already ascended
Son who seems — particularly in the Farewell Discourses of chapters 14—17 — to speak

almost from a viewpoint outside history.”

Bringing John FD into the equation is useful. In these chapters, Jesus answers the questions

of individuals (13.36—14.14) and a larger group (16.17) about his departure and the role of

87 Tuckett, ‘Forty Other Gospels’, 248. Contra, Klauck insists that nothing in GThom points to a resurrection
dialogue, Klauck, The Apocryphal Gospels, 146.

68 Bockmuehl, Ancient Apocryphal Gospels, 161.

8 Bockmuehl, Ancient Apocryphal Gospels, 162. Yet the Freer Logion ‘cannot be regarded as a dialogue
gospel’ as it never existed independently of Mark (162—63). Presumably then, neither can John FD. Bockmuehl
argues for the fluid boundaries of his genre, but unfortunately never expains what the boundary limits might be.
0 Bockmuehl, Ancient Apocryphal Gospels, 163. GPhil is not a dialogue, nor a narrative, but a theological
reflection on Christ, and it is unclear why it would be placed alongside dialogue gospels. Bockmuehl writes that:
‘In substance and genre, however Philip seems remote from most of the other texts discussed in this [book]’
(183—-84). He appears to include it because it stands alongside GThom in NHC2: ‘[I]t must be significant that
two such noncanonical gospels are here bound together in the same volume, and indeed that the text of Philip
begins without any intervening new title’ (184). But Coptic titles come at the end of texts (sometimes at the
beginning too), and GThom does conclude with a title that separates the two gospels.

"I Bockmuehl, Ancient Apocryphal Gospels, 164.

2 Bockmuehl, Ancient Apocryphal Gospels, 174-75.
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the disciples in his absence. Dettwiler and van Os have noted the similarities between this
text and dialogue gospels,” but it is generally considered without reference to them. With an
‘open’ view of genre, in which generic categories are fluid rather than fixed entities, they can
be brought into much closer contact.

This overview serves to demonstrate that, despite the meticulous pigeonholing of
Hartenstein and others discussed, texts do not fit into neat genre boxes.” The term ‘dialogue
gospel’ in itself may point to flexibility as these texts are both gospel and dialogue. But, as
we shall see, they can also be revelations, acts and epistles. They might include visions,
farewell discourses or erotapokriseis. The title ‘apocalypse’, ‘epistle’ or ‘evangelion’ might

appear on the manuscript, or no title at all.

1.2. The Genre Question

1.2.1. Genre for Interpretation and Comparison

It has been shown that a definition or agreement on the dialogue gospel genre does not exist,
and it has been suggested that it is unhelpful to be prescriptive about the texts included in a
genre. The question now is how and to what purpose we go about making a category of texts.
Study of ancient Christian literature should be informed by the way that literary theorists now
conceive of genre, which has changed dramatically in the recent past. Genre is increasingly
regarded as fluid and dynamic rather than static, rigid and constraining. Derrida’s paradoxical
statement has become widely cited: ‘Every text participates in one or several genres, there is
no genreless text; there is always a genre and genres, yet such participation never amounts to
belonging.’”® Derrida articulates the difficulty and necessity of genre. A text can participate in
more than one genre, and does not have to be hermeneutically confined by its primary genre.
The genres themselves are socially-invented rhetorical categories; they do not exist

independently of the scholars who create them.” I do not want to get entangled in the

3 Dettwiler, Die Gegenwart des Erhéhten, 21-26; van Os, ‘John’s Last Supper and the Resurrection
Dialogues’.

* The term ‘genre’ here needs some qualification. Collins writes: ‘By “literary genre” we mean a group of
written texts marked by distinctive recurring characteristics which constitute a recognizable and coherent type of
writing’, Collins, ‘Towards the Morphology of a Genre’, 1. However, some or many of these ‘recurring
characteristics’ may not be ‘distinctive’ at all but shared with texts in a quite different generic category. In other
words, genres are ‘open’ to one another and overlap; conversely, a single text may inhabit multiple genres.

75 Jacques Derrida, ‘The Law of Genre’, Glyph 7 (1980): 212.

76 Tzvetan Todorov, ‘The Origin of Genres’, in Modern Genre Theory, ed. David Duff (New York: Longman,
2000), 193—-209.
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‘theoretical minefield” of genre theory, as Chandler describes it.”” Instead, we will see the
study of genre in early Christian literature as a microcosm of the larger field of literary
studies.”

Some scholars of early Christian literature argue that the genre of a text drastically
affects the way we interpret it. For example, Burridge writes that genre is vital as ‘the set of
conventions and expectations mediating between authors and audiences, guiding both the

> 79

production and the interpretation of texts’,” and Stanton warns his readers that ‘gospels are

not letters’ and therefore should not be read as such.®® He writes:

The very first step in the interpretation of any writing, whether ancient or modern, is
to establish its literary genre. If we make a mistake about the literary genre of the
gospels, interpretation will be skewed or even misguided. A decision about the genre
of a work and the discovery of its meaning are inextricably inter-related; different

types of text require different types of interpretation.®!

This ‘genre as interpretation’ argument goes hand in hand with a view of genre as static,
formal and inflexible. Burridge’s idea of genre is that the canonical gospels are ancient bioi.
This is productive only for certain texts. It misses the fact that not all gospels are biographies
(cf. GThom), and that bioi gospels can include sections from other genres (cf. the Johannine
farewell discouse). Thus, interpreting all gospels through the bios lens will just not work.3?
As we have already seen, there are multiple ways in which early Christian texts featuring

dialogues can be assigned to a genre.

"7 Daniel Chandler, ‘An Introduction to Genre Theory’, 2000 [1997], 2. Available from http://visual-
memory.co.uk/daniel/Documents/intgenre/chandler_genre_theory.pdf

8 The change in the way genre is perceived is reflected also in classics, e.g. John Marincola, ‘Genre,
Convention, and Innovation in Greco-Roman Historiography’, in The Limits of Historiography: Genre and
Narrative in Ancient Historical Texts, ed. C. S. Kraus, Mnemosyne, Bibliotheca Classica Batava:
Supplementum 191 (Leiden: Brill, 1999), 281-324.

" Richard A. Burridge, ‘Who Writes, Why, and for Whom?’, in The Written Gospel, ed. Markus Bockmuehl
and D. A. Hagner (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2005), 112.

80 Graham N. Stanton, Jesus and Gospel (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2004), 193. Perkins also:
‘Our perception of the genre of any writing is an important help in interpreting it. The implication of particular
details may change radically if we change our view of a writing’s genre’, Perkins, The Gnostic Dialogue, 26—
27.

81 Stanton, Jesus and Gospel, 192.

82 To interpret a text a reader does not need to identify its literary genre — the act of interpretation is not affected
by this identification. Reading a text as a work of fiction or a work of history might produce different results but
that necessitates that there are right and wrong answers in interpretation. Identifying a text as one genre or
another will simply produce different results.
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Rather than seeing genre as a method for interpretation, it is more helpful to see it as a
heuristic tool for comparison. Creating a genre identifies texts that have certain similarities
and therefore can comfortably be placed in a comparative framework. By viewing the texts
within a genre, analysis is not limited to a single text, but instead allows various and, at
points, disparate texts to be brought together. For example, although EpAp and ApJohn
diverge widely in their christology, they both present Jesus in dialogue with his disciples after
his resurrection. Placing them together in a comparative framework allows new light to be
shed on the individual texts — ApJohn’s polymorphic appearance of the risen Christ, as a
child, old man and servant, highlights EpAp’s depiction of Jesus’ resurrected body as no
different to his crucified body demonstrating its much stricter emphasis on fleshliness than
the ambiguous portrayals of the risen Christ in the canonical gospels. Defining a genre for
this purpose allows the analysis to draw out both similarities and differences between the
texts, but also holds the potential for gaining new insights into unique qualities of the
individual texts. Since genres overlap, equally effective comparisons may also be made

across their now-fluid boundaries.

1.2.2. Assigning Genres

For a large proportion of early Christian literature, and particularly that deemed ‘apocryphal’,
the way we assign genre to it is often both arbitrary and rigid. But, in light of developments
in literary theory, opposition towards pigeonholing texts is increasing. Recently, Smith and
Kostopoulos have applied an open view of genre to NT writings, arguing that ‘ancient texts
do not bear the imprints of a rigid system of generic classification’, and that the ‘restrictive
system of generic categorisation’ needs to be challenged.®® Luke/Acts is a particularly striking
example, and the subject of Smith and Kostopoulos’ study. Acts has been labelled an
apology, an epic, a biography, a history and a novel/romance.®* Some scholars have tried to
place Luke and Acts in the same genre but, as Smith and Kostopoulos write, ‘their efforts to

force the two volumes into one generic classification often result in awkward pairing — one

% See Daniel Lynwood Smith and Zachary Lundin Kostopoulos, ‘Biography, History and the Genre of Luke-
Acts’, NTS 63, no. 3 (2017): 405.

84 See Sean A. Adams, The Genre of Acts and Collected Biography, SNTSMS 156 (New York: Cambridge
University Press, 2013), 5-22.
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volume fits well enough, but the other resembles a round peg wedged into a square hole’.®

Smith and Kostopoulos argue:

We are not seeking to cast Luke-Acts as the ‘texte sans genre’, but as a text that
indeed participates in (and whose author emulates) multiple literary traditions of the
ancient Mediterranean world. The emphasis on ‘participation’ frees us from the

problem of choosing a rigid generic category for Luke-Acts.*

Acts is not an apology or an epic or a biography, but all of the above. In fact, claiming a
single genre and reading it solely through that lens might lead to ‘misguided’ interpretation,
in the words of Stanton, whereas reading it through the lens of multiple genres may well lead
to a more adequate interpretation.

Genre does not have to apply to a whole text either. A single text can include sections
relating to different genres. John, for example, is a gospel comprised of narratives, dialogues
and monologues, as Dodd put it.*” Attridge sees these sections within John as purposefully
bending a traditional view of genre: For example, ‘John 3 is a paradigmatic revealer
discourse, yet no sooner does it make a dramatic revelation than it points to ambiguities and
tensions within the terms of that revelation. A revelatory genre is bent’.*® The way in which
these pockets of different genres fit within the larger ‘gospel” genre is ‘playful’® and Attridge
suggests that ‘in the imagination of the fourth evangelist, genres are bent because words
themselves are bent’.”® Genre, then, is not a fixed entity.

Coming back to the dialogue gospels — the name ‘dialogue gospel’ already suggests

that these texts can be both dialogues and gospels. But they can also be letters. And letters

85 Smith and Kostopoulos, ‘Biography, History and the Genre of Luke-Acts’, 391.

86 Smith and Kostopoulos, ‘Biography, History and the Genre of Luke-Acts’, 406—7.

87 C. H. Dodd, The Interpretation of the Fourth Gospel (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1955), esp.
133-34.

88 Harold W. Attridge, ‘Genre Bending in the Fourth Gospel’, JBL 121, no. 1 (2002): 12—13.

% Attridge, ‘Genre Bending in the Fourth Gospel’, 19.

% Attridge, ‘Genre Bending in the Fourth Gospel’, 21: ‘If something quite spectacular happens to flesh when the
Word hits it, something equally wondrous happens to ordinary words when they try to convey the Word itself.
Revealing words reveal riddles; realistic similitudes become surreal; words of testimony undercut the validity of
any ordinary act of testifying; words of farewell become words of powerful presence; words of prayer negate
the distance between worshiper and God; words that signify shame, death on a cross, become words that
enshrine value, allure disciples, give a command, and glorify God.’
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can be basically anything.”" The Book of Revelation and EpAp are both letters, but could

belong to several genres as their comparable openings suggest:

Amnoxkaivyig ITnocod Xpiotod v £8wkev adTd 0 Be0g deiat T0ig SovAolg adTOD O SeT
vevéabat £v TAYEL, KOl EGNUAVEV ATOGTEIANG S0 TOD Ay YEAOL AOTOD TM SOVAW
ov1od Twdvvn, g Enaptipncev Tov Adyov Tod Bgod kai thv poptupiov Incod
Xp1o7od do0 £18ev. Mokdplog 6 GvaylvdokmV Kai oi dkovovteg Toug Adyoug Tiig
TPOPNTELOG KOL TNPODVTES TA €V VTR YEYPAUUEVA, O YO KOPOG EYYVS. Todvvng
Talg EMTa EKKANGioG T0ic €v 17 Aciq ... (Rev 1.1-4)

The revelation of Jesus Christ, which God gave him to show his servants what must
soon take place; he made it known by sending his angel to his servant John, who
testified to the word of God and to the testimony of Jesus Christ, even to all that he
saw. Blessed is the one who reads aloud the words of the prophecy, and blessed are
those who hear and who keep what is written in it; for the time is near. John to the

seven churches that are in Asia ...

The book of what Jesus Christ revealed to his disciples ... John and Thomas and Peter
and Andrew and James and Philip and Bartholomew and Matthew and Nathanael and
Judas the Zealot and Cephas we have written to the churches of the east and the west,
the north and the south. In proclaiming and declaring to you our Lord Jesus Christ, we
write about how we both heard him and touched him after he was raised from the
dead, and how he revealed to us what is great and wonderful and true. (EpAp 1.1—
2.3)”

(Start of the Coptic manuscript:) €TBe Mel NIINXNO €aNCel NHTNE €TBE T[M]apTYP[1a]
NIINCP MXC NETAYEOYE ENCANT NCY a[0y €]T1 an N NMeoye MN NeBHYe (EpAp 7.1)
For this reason we have not hesitated to write to you about the [t]estimo[ny] of our
Saviour Christ, the things he did as we watched him, a[nd t]hat are still in (our)

thoughts and works.

1 As Smith and Kostopoulos write, ‘[t]he notion of “mixed genre” may sound like scholarly capitulation...
[but] reflects the reality of ancient literary activity’, Smith and Kostopoulos, ‘Biography, History and the Genre
of Luke-Acts’, 394.

%2 Translation (adapted) of the Ethiopic EpAp provided by Francis Watson, forthcoming.
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The opening of Revelation shows that it could be judged to be a revelation or apocalypse
(1.1-2), a prophecy (1.3) or a letter (1.4f.), or all of the above.”* The opening of EpAp
suggests a book, a gospel and a letter. There is no epistolary ending and the majority of the
text has no trace of the letter-form of its opening. This is comparable to other dialogue
gospels: ApJas begins with an epistolary greeting, with the recipient asking James for a
‘secret book’ (anokpy¢on [1,10]), but the bulk of the text is dialogue and apocalypse, with an
epistolary conclusion.” EpPetPhil too begins as a letter but then changes to a narrative
reminiscent of Acts literature.”” Early Christians used the letter form openly, which meant
that a letter could be a gospel too,”® and EpAp, ApJas and EpPetPhil are all examples of this.”’

Many scholars who work on “non-canonical gospel-like texts” endorse an inclusive
definition of gospel, seeing a ‘gospel’ as a text that purports to give information about the life
and/or teaching of Jesus.” The table above shows that some scholars have been using this
title with reference to ApJohn and DialSav, among many other texts. Of our dialogue gospels,
only GMary and GJudas are self-titled ‘gospel’ in the extant manuscripts. The Coptic BG and
Greek PRyl manuscripts of GMary contain the subscript ‘gospel’, which has left scholars
perplexed regarding its genre. The missing beginning causes further ambiguity. Bass asks ‘Is
it a Gnostic revelation dialogue, apocalypse, gospel or post-resurrection dialogue?’®

Following Perkins’ characteristics of ‘gnostic revelation dialogue’, King and Tuckett write

% See Richard Bauckham, The Theology of the Book of Revelation, New Testament Theology (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1993), 1-17. Bauckham argues that Revelation belongs in three categories:
apocalypse, prophecy and letter.

% The term ‘book’ (xwmme) is used in reference to books the apostles were writing (2,14—16). Scopello calls its
genre ‘heterogeneous’ and Williams suggests that the letter may be a frame added later to the original content,
Marvin Meyer and Madeleine Scopello, ‘The Secret Book of James’, in The Nag Hammadi Scriptures: The
International Edition, ed. Marvin Meyer (New York: Harper Collins, 2007), 20; Francis E. Williams, ‘The
Apocryphon of James - 1,2: 1.1 - 16:30’, in Nag Hammadi Codex I (The Jung Codex), ed. Harold W. Attridge,
NHMS 22 (Leiden: Brill, 1985), 17—-18. But it is incorrect to assume that anything that looks anomalous from
the perspective of genre must be a later addition.

% F. Lapham, Peter: The Myth, the Man and the Writings: A Study of the Early Petrine Text and Tradition
(London and New York: T&T Clark, 2004), 172.

% Timo Glaser, ‘Liaisons Dangereuses: Epistolary Novels in Antiquity’, in A Companion to the Ancient Novel,
ed. Edmund P. Cueva and Shannon N. Byrne, Blackwell Companions to the Ancient World (Chicester and
Malden, MA: Wiley Blackwell, 2014), 252—-53; Andrew Gregory, ‘Non-Canonical Epistles and Related
Literature’, in The Oxford Handbook of Early Christian Literature, ed. Christopher Tuckett and Andrew
Gregory (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2015), 90—114; Richard Bauckham, ‘Pseudo-Apostolic Letters’, JBL
107, no. 3 (1988): esp. 474.

%7 Bauckham refers to ApJas and EpAp as ‘[l]etters with mainly Gospel content’, Bauckham, ‘Pseudo-Apostolic
Letters’, 483.

% In the wider field, scholars vary in their willingness to apply the term ‘gospel’ to non-canonical gospels. For
the division in scholarship, see Judith A. Diehl, “What Is a “Gospel”? Recent Studies in the Gospel Genre’,
Currents in Biblical Research 9, no. 2 (2011): 171-99.

% Ardyth L. Bass, Composition and Redaction in the Coptic Gospel of Mary (Milwaukee, WI: PhD Thesis,
Marquette University, 2007), 2.
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that it fits the characteristics of a post-resurrection revelation dialogue.'® Tuckett thinks it
best not to ‘specify the genre of a text like the Gospel of Mary too narrowly’, as it may
foreclose or predetermine interpretative possibilities,' and while GMary has its closest

parallels with revelation discourses/dialogues/dialogue gospels,'®*

it can be called a gospel ‘if
one is willing to accept the text’s own self-description as a “gospel””.'® King, on the other
hand, prefers ‘post-resurrection dialogue’ to ‘gospel’, as the latter indicates ‘the message and
promise of the Savior, not the genre of the work’.'” King sees post-resurrection dialogues as
mutually exclusive to gospel, whereas Tuckett does not. Luttikhuizen does not agree that
GMary is a revelation dialogue at all: ‘At first sight, one is tempted to put the first part of the
Gospel of Mary on a level with other revelation dialogues... But upon closer examination,
this equation seems to be quite problematic’.'® He argues that only Jesus’ communication
with Mary, rather than his dialogue with Peter and others, can be paralleled to revelation
dialogues. This seems counter-intuitive as the dialogue with Mary is a vision whereas the
dialogue with Peter (from the little we have of it) appears to be much closer to other dialogue
gospels; but Luttikhuizen proposes that Peter’s dialogue with the Saviour leaves the disciples
in a state of fear, unable to preach and with unanswered questions, which is not comparable
to revelation dialogues.'® Fallon raises another possibility, that GMary is an apocalypse
presented through a dialogue, due to its soteriological concerns and personal eschatology.'”’
Denzey Lewis follows this, writing: ‘GosMary is an apocalypse, in which a seer (in this case,
Mary) is given a tour of the cosmos by a privileged being (in this case, Jesus as the Savior).
This text is also a revelation dialogue’.'® The confusion that GMary causes about where it
belongs demonstrates that texts cannot be pigeonholed. GMary is a gospel, a dialogue, a
dialogue gospel and an apocalypse.

Assigning a text to a genre does not render clear criteria or conclusions. If genre does

act as an interpretative tool, as Burridge and Stanton among many others have suggested,

100 Christopher M. Tuckett, The Gospel of Mary (Oxford and New York: Oxford University Press, 2007), 37—
38; King, Mary, 30.

101 Tyckett, Mary, 31.

102 Tyckett, Mary, 41.

103 Tuckett, Mary, 38.

104 King, Mary, 30.

195 Gerard P. Luttikhuizen, ‘The Evaluation of the Teaching of Jesus in Christian Gnostic Revelation
Dialogues’, NovT 30, no. 2 (1988): 163.

106 Luttikhuizen, ‘The Evaluation of the Teaching of Jesus in Christian Gnostic Revelation Dialogues’, 163—64.
197 Fallon, ‘Gnostic Apocalypses’, 131.

108 Ttalics inserted. Nicola Denzey Lewis, Introduction to ‘Gnosticism’: Ancient Voices, Christian Worlds (New
York and Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2013), 269.
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then we need to reassess our understanding of genre, making it more elastic and expansive
and recognizing the role of the scholar in assigning a genre to a text. The creation,
delimitation and use of a ‘dialogue gospel’ genre brings out the distinctive features of the
resulting group of texts, but it needs to remain open to intertextual links across the entire field

of early Christian literature, and beyond.

1.3. The Dialogue Gospels

On the definition adopted here, to be a ‘dialogue gospel’ a text must contain two things:
(1) Jesus as the central character, and (2) dialogue with one or more disciples. This already
rules out HypArch, Zost and Allogenes, none of which have a revealer that is recognizably
Jesus. 2ApocJas and GPhil are also excluded due to their lack of dialogue.

For our purposes, 13 main texts have been selected that fit these criteria.'® John FD is
probably the earliest and PistSoph is almost certainly the latest, but it is not possible to date
the rest chronologically; most scholars agree that the others can be dated to the late
second/early third century, but the texts could easily be earlier or later.® Instead of arranging
the texts in a hypothetical chronological order, they have been arranged in the discussion that
follows by the disciple(s) that Jesus is conversing with. The text is attributed to John in the
case of ApJohn and John FD, Peter is the favoured disciple in EpPetPhil and ApocPet, James
in 1ApocJas and ApJas; in PistSoph it is possible to see James and Mary as the blessed
disciples, and Mary alone in GMary. Another text that privileges one disciple exclusively is

BookThom, in which Jesus speaks to Thomas his twin. GJudas is primarily a dialogue

199 Those on the periphery include: (1) ApocPetcop (xuc 7,3), in which Christ and Peter discuss christology and
Jesus’ death in the Temple. The reason that it is placed on the periphery of dialogue gospels is that Peter only
questions the Lord once. (2) The Book of Jeu (Bruce Codex), which opens as a dialogue between the apostles,
speaking with one voice, and Jesus. But the majority of the text is an explanation of different treasuries
(heavenly levels), with a picture on each page, and a gnostic hymn. (3) The Berlin-Strasbourg Apocryphon,
once known as the ‘Gospel of the Saviour’ (P.Berl.22220), which is an extremely fragmentary dialogue between
the Saviour and his collective disciples before the passion. Sucui argues that it should be classified as a ‘pseudo-
apostolic memoir’ written no earlier than the fifth century, Alin Suciu, The Berlin-Strasbourg Apocryphon: A
Coptic Apostolic Memoir, WUNT 370 (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2017). Although the Berlin-Strasbourg
Apocryphon shares features with the dialogue gospels, Suciu’s reclassification of the text (as well as its
fragmentary nature) preclude it from our discussion. (4) ‘Fragments of a dialogue between John and Jesus’ is
too fragmentary to classify as a dialogue gospel. (5) GThom (nuc 2,1; POxy 1; POxy 654; POxy 655) is a
collection of Jesus’ sayings and question-and-answers. However, only two of the logia (60, 61) contain more
dialogue than a single question and answer.

110 As many of these texts are only extant in Coptic but presumed to be translated from Greek, the dating is
difficult. The editors of the collections of dialogue gospels are not very interested in the question of date, usually
placing them somewhere between mid/late second century and early third century (with the exceptions of John
FD and PistSoph).
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between Judas and Jesus, but Judas may not be exactly privileged. In DialSav, we see
Matthew, Judas and Mary in dialogue with Christ, the Eleven in EpAp and the twelve
apostles and seven women in SophJesChr.

The following outlines are intended as a preliminary survey of these texts. In some

cases, connections to other dialogue gospels will be drawn out.

(i) Apocryphon of John (xuc 2,1; nuc 3,1; nuc 4,1; g 2)'!! is a revelation from the risen
Saviour to John, son of Zebedee, primarily concerning cosmic and human history. The text is
preserved in four versions — two short (NHC 3; BG) and two long (NHC 2; NHC 4).'"? In its
longer form, it is the lengthiest of the dialogue gospels and considered ‘one of the most
coherent and comprehensive narrations of the revelatory account traditionally labelled as
“Gnostic™”.'"

The text begins with an introductory scene, set in the Temple, with a Pharisee telling
John that the ‘Nazorene’ has deceived him and turned him away from the traditions of his
fathers. An upset John leaves the Temple and goes to a mountain, where the risen Jesus
appears to him in the three-fold form of a child, old person and servant. The subsequent
revelation includes a lengthy description of the transcendent deity as the source of
everything; his emanation of a chain of aeons (or light beings) including Sophia and Christ;''*
the birth of Yaldabaoth, begotten from Sophia without a consort, resulting in a monstrous
form and jealous nature; and an alternative version of Gen 1-9, retelling the early history of
humankind. When Yaldabaoth is born, Sophia is ashamed and hides him from the other
aeons, and consequently he is unaware of their existence. A famous line from the text is
Yaldabaoth’s boast: ‘I am a jealous god and there is no other god beside me’ (anoK’ anK’

OYNOYTE NPEQ' KW aYM MN KENOYTE NCaB Ml [nacz 13,8-9]), to which the narrator

! The three versions in the Nag Hammadi Codices each appears at the beginning of their respective codex,
potentially demonstrating the text’s importance, see Michael A. Williams, Rethinking ‘Gnosticism’: An
Argument for Dismantling a Dubious Category (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1996), 235-62,
306—10. The version in BG follows GMary.

12 The two copies of the longer version are virtually identical, whereas the two copies of the shorter version
have substantive variants. The longer versions include a lengthy citation from the Book of Zoroaster and a
concluding monologue from ‘Pronoia: Forethought’.

113 Zlatko Plese, Poetics of the Gnostic Universe: Narrative and Cosmology in the Apocryphon of John, NHMS
52 (Leiden and Boston: Brill, 2006), 1.

14 A useful chart showing the levels of existence in the cosmological narrative can be found in Karen L. King,
The Secret Revelation of John (Cambridge, MA and London: Harvard University Press, 2006), 87. King’s entire
description, with analysis, of the narrative of ApJohn is helpful. She splits the text into four parts: the ideal (the
divine realm); the problem (rupture); the result (the situation of humanity in the world); and the solution
(salvation), see 85—156.
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responds, ‘If there were no other god over him, of whom would he be jealous?’ (enemn keoya
TaP MOOIT NE NIM METYNakw €poy [nuc2 13,12—13]). It is also this boast that initiates
Sophia’s repentance (she realizes that this ignorant and wicked claim is the result of her own
actions), to which the highest Father responds and entreats the other divinities to help both
her and humanity.

In ApJohn’s version of the creation story, Yaldabaoth inherits some of Sophia’s
power and sets about creating the cosmos. He creates malevolent and ignorant rulers who
introduce injustice into the world, and it is under their rule that humanity dwells. As a result
of the boast, the image of the Autogenes-Christ (a light being) is projected onto the waters of
the lower world, inspiring Yaldabaoth and his minions to make Adam in the image and
likeness. Despite being made in the image of the divine, Adam is not spiritual: ‘in contrast to
the Genesis narrative, only “image” refers to the divine (the image of the First Human), while
“likeness” refers to the flawed mimicry of the lower gods (Yaldabaoth and his authorities)’.!
Adam only becomes a divine being when he receives the spirit of Sophia, and this spirit
makes him superior to the lower realm. The archons are jealous and imprison him in matter,
then specifically in a body, and then in a trance to cause him to forget the divine spirit that
resides within him. A series of misdemeanours follows. They create Eve and expel her and
Adam from Paradise. The Protarchon rapes Eve (creating Cain and Abel) and then the other
archons later have sex with human women by masquerading as their husbands. The powers
also entrap humanity in fate and attempt to wipe out civilization in a great flood.

But because of Sophia’s repentance, every time the archons attempt to entrap
humanity, the light-being Epinoia foils them. Epinoia dwells with Adam, and then as an eagle
on the tree of the ‘knowledge of good and evil’, and instructs Adam and Eve. As King writes:
‘Each move the creator makes prompts a countermove from the Divine Realm to rescue
humanity, which in its turn provokes a response by the world rulers’.''® As Epinoia is there to
tell Adam the truth, Adam perceives his true nature and begets Seth, who possesses the image
of the true God. (Cain and Abel are children of Yaldabaoth and the lesser Eve.) Some of
humanity are Seth’s progeny, and they also belong to the immovable generation, but others
will be led astray by the counterfeit spirit that closes their hearts. John is to give the

teachings, in secret, to his fellow spirits in the immovable generation.

15 King, The Secret Revelation of John, 100.
16 King, The Secret Revelation of John, 96. King sees ApJohn as a series of ‘Moves and Countermoves’ (97).
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This text may be viewed as a dialogue gospel, although it is so only superficially. In
the opening the exalted Christ appears and announces that he will respond to John’s anxious
questions about soteriology (g 20,4—22,16); here as elsewhere, soteriological issues are
discussed by way of protology. John asks him to proceed (g 22,16—17), and intervenes only
three times in the long protological discourse that follows (gg 45,6—7; 58,1-3, 14-15).
However, the following section, the treatment of eschatological issues, does take dialogue
format (gg 64,14—71,5), and the frame narrative has close affinities with other dialogue
gospels such as Jesus’ departure at the end.

As ApJohn has been viewed as a ‘master-narrative’ of ‘the Sethian myth’, ‘the Sophia

17 it is often used

myth’, or ‘the Gnostic myth’ (also seen in Irenaeus’ Adv. Haer. 1.29-30),
as a basis for understanding texts that allude to the same material, such as SophJesChr and

EpPetPhil.

(ii) Johannine Farewell Discourse (John 13.31-17.1) is at the same time a revelation
dialogue, a farewell discourse, and part of a bios gospel.'"® In 13.31, following Judas’ exit,
Jesus begins to speak about his own imminent departure, and a select group of disciples
(Peter, Thomas, Philip and Judas ‘not Iscariot’) ask him about his destination and the
possibility of following him there (13.36—37), the way he will take (14.5), the revelation of
the Father (14.9), and his secret manifestation (14.22). Jesus answers their questions, also
telling them about the eschatological dwelling place and promising them the coming of the
Paraclete. A monologue follows, in which Jesus speaks primarily of the Father, the Paraclete,
the true vine, and the hostility of the world. At one point Jesus expresses surprise that the
disciples are not asking further questions (16.5; cf. GThom 92 for a similar complaint). The
cryptic saying, ‘A little while and you will no longer see me, and again a little while and you
will see me’ (MikpoOVv Kol oOKETL BewPETTE ne, Kol TAALY Likpov kol dyecdé pe [16.16]),
prompts the disciples to ask what Jesus meant, also referring back to his earlier language
about ‘going to the Father’ (16.17—18). The disciples put these questions to each other,

however, being seemingly afraid to address them directly to Jesus although wishing to do so;

7 Turner calls ApJohn ‘[t]he Sethian Revelation par excellence’, John D. Turner, Sethian Gnosticism and the
Platonic Tradition, BCNH:E 6 (Québec: Les Presses de 1’Université Laval, 2001), 69.

"8 There is debate on the unity and structure of the Johannine FD as at the end of chapter 14, Jesus says ‘Rise,
let us be on our way’ (Evyeipecbe, Gyouev évtedbev [14.31]), but then continues to speak for another two
chapters. For an overview of the various compositional theories, see Raymond E. Brown, The Gospel
According to John, XIII-XXI, Anchor Yale Bible Reference Library (New York: Yale University Press, 1970),
581-603.
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but Jesus answers them anyway (16.19—24). He promises them that in the near future he will
speak clearly about the Father, and the disciples then claim that he is now speaking openly
and no longer in parables (16.25-30). The discourse is centred on the question of how the
Christian community will function in the absence of its leader. The farewell discourse
finishes with a narratival interjection: ‘After Jesus had spoken these things’ (tabta éLdAnocev

Incodg [17.1]).

(iii) Epistle of Peter to Philip (xuc 8,2; cr 1) consists of an epistolary opening,
meetings of the apostles, their dialogue with Christ and a Pentecost scene. The opening has
Peter inviting Philip to rejoin the apostles following a separation, and when Philip receives
the letter, he gladly consents. After this point, there is no reference to the letter and the text
does not conclude in epistolary form.

The group of apostles gather on the mountain, where they pray to the Father of light
and the Son of life and immortality. Jesus appears as a voice emanating from a form of light.
The apostles take their chance to ask him about cosmology, the human condition and
salvation. Jesus answers their questions with a short paraphrase of the Sophia myth
(resembling ApJohn) and explains how to overcome the archons that fight the inner man.!!°
Jesus explains that he is the fullness, and was sent down to the world where he was not
recognized (cf. John 1.1-18). Unlike other dialogue gospels, Jesus’ revelation is not entirely
new; on three occasions he reminds the disciples that they have already heard this
information.

EpPetPhil is also distinctive in including multiple appearances of Jesus. After the first
dialogue, he is taken up into heaven with a clap of thunder and a bolt of lightning. But he
appears to the apostles twice more. When the apostles return to Jerusalem, they discuss Jesus’
suffering and he speaks to them (as a voice) saying that they must suffer in front of governors
and in synagogues. After this second epiphany, the disciples heal a crowd and teach in the
Temple. Peter is filled with the holy spirit and preaches a sermon on Jesus’ incarnation,
crucifixion (he was a stranger to suffering, yet he suffered), and resurrection.!?° The third and
final epiphany in the letter comprises Jesus’ appearance to the apostles who have gathered

again. He greets them with peace and instructs them to depart without fear, telling them that

119 The Sophia myth is not fully or comprehensively explained, which may imply that the audience would have
been familiar with it.

120 Meyer notes the christological tension in Peter’s sermon as he affirms the Passion of Christ whilst professing
his divinity that is able to transcend suffering, Meyer, The Letter of Peter to Philip, 156.
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he will be with them forever. The apostles then leave each other, going out to preach the

gospel.

(iv) Apocalypse of Peter. ApocPet is missing from other lists of dialogue gospels, but
it belongs here in view of the requests, questions or comments addressed to Jesus in its
opening and closing sections — mostly stemming from Peter. It exists in two Greek

fragments,'?!

and a longer Ethiopic version (in two manuscripts) that is thought to be a
relatively reliable translation of the original text.!??

The Ethiopic text begins with Christ on the mount of Olives and the apostles asking
him about the Parousia, the eschaton and the mission. Jesus interprets the parable of the fig
tree, and declares that he will come again and that the dead will be resurrected to be judged.
There follows a particularly vivid description of the fiery destruction and eternal torments for
those who have fallen from faith or sinned. The punishments are specific to the crime —
blasphemers are hung by their tongues, adulterers are hung up by their loins, those that lent
money with interest are hung up by their knees, and disobedient slaves will chew their
tongues forever. Women who have had abortions sit in a gorge of discharge and excrement
with their weeping unborn children sitting opposite them. There are also insomniac worms
that eat entrails, and flesh-eating birds.

Jesus then leads the apostles to a second mountain, where, in the Akhmim MS only,
the Twelve ask to meet one of the deceased righteous ones (in the Greek, Jesus reveals
heaven before hell). In both the Greek and Ethiopic, two of the righteous appear in a beautiful
and radiant form. In the Ethiopic version, they are named as Moses and Elijah. Peter asks
Jesus where the others are (named Abraham, Isaac and Jacob in the Ethiopic), and he shows
him a paradisiacal garden. The ending is only preserved in the Ethiopic, in which Jesus
ascends with Moses and Elijah. The disciples descend the mountain, praising God who has

written the names of the righteous in heaven in the book of life.

121 Akhmim (P. Cair. 10759) and Rainer, see Thomas J. Kraus and Tobias Nicklas, Das Petrusevangelium und
die Petrusapokalypse: Die griechischen Fragmente mit deutscher und englischer Ubersetzung (Berlin and New
York: De Gruyter, 2004).

122 On the manuscripts of ApocPet, see Dennis D. Buchholz, Your Eyes will be Opened: A Study of the Greek
(Ethiopic) Apocalypse of Peter (Atlanta, GA: Scholars Press, 1988), 119-55; Robert C. Helmer, ““That We May
Know and Understand”: Gospel Tradition in the Apocalypse of Peter’ (PhD Thesis, Marquette University,
1998), 14-17.
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The temporal setting is not specified at the beginning, but a post-resurrection setting is
assumed in view of Jesus’ ascension at the end.'?> However, the ascension account in
ApocPet seems closer to the synoptic transfiguration account than to the canonical

resurrection appearances. 24

(v) First Apocalypse of James (xuc 3,3; cr 2) is largely comprised of dialogue
between Jesus and James, the non-physical brothers. The first half is set before Jesus’
crucifixion and the second half after his resurrection. There is no narrative to commence the
text, but the setting is explained in a narrative passage in which Jesus leaves (and gets
crucified), James mourns, comforts his disciples and prays, and Jesus returns. This is
complemented by narrative at the end, in which James is arrested and stoned.

The topics of conversation are mostly the same before and after Jesus’ death and
resurrection. These include God (the pre-existent One), femaleness (Sophia and the seven
female disciples) and cosmology (a body of 72 archons), but the key theme throughout both
dialogues is James’ concern about his own impending suffering at the hands of both the
earthly rulers and the heavenly toll-collectors who demand souls. The two sets of powers are
virtually indistinguishable, suggesting that earthly suffering (martyrdom) is a mirror of
heavenly suffering. Jesus instructs James how to attain eschatological salvation by telling the
toll-collectors that he belongs to the pre-existent Father (cf. Irenaeus, Adv. Haer. 1.21.5).
Yet, James’ physical martyrdom is in no way less significant than his defeat of the cosmic
powers.'?> The Codex Tchacos recension, published several decades after the Nag Hammadi
version, reveals a third revelatory section (one hidden behind lacunae in the Nag Hammadi

text) which states that the revelation is to be handed down to Addai, then to Manael, then to

123 Helmer writes: ‘Since the setting on the Mount of Olives for a post-resurrection dialogue is a common one
among the apocryphal writings, it is probable that the chronological setting of Apoc. Pet, is likewise post-
resurrection’, Helmer, ‘Gospel Tradition in the Apocalypse of Peter’, 55. Also, Bauckham regards it as post-
resurrection due to the ascension and the command to preach the gospels, Richard Bauckham, ‘The Two Fig
Tree Parables in the Apocalypse of Peter’, JBL 104, no. 2 (1985): 275. Contra, Janssen argues that the setting is
unclear, Janssen, ‘Mystagogus Gnosticus?’, 128.

124 For example, the final scene takes place on ‘the holy mountain’ (15.1), paralleling the transfiguration account
in 2 Pet 1.18. For the parallels between ApocPet 15.1-16.1 and the transfiguration accounts in Matt 17.1-9,
Mark 9.2—-10, Luke 9.28—36 and 2 Pet 1.18, see Helmer, ‘Gospel Tradition in the Apocalypse of Peter’, 135-36.
He concludes: ‘The major different is that in Apoc. Pet., it is not Jesus who is transfigured, but rather Moses and
Elijah’ (136).

125 The interrogation scene of the toll-collectors mirrors interrogation scenes in martyrdom accounts such as
Polycarp’s; see Mikael Haxby, ‘The First Apocalypse of James: Martyrdom and Sexual Difference’ (PhD
Thesis, Harvard, 2013), 63. Haxby sees the interrogation scene as containing a number of thematic and verbal
similarities to John 7-8, such as the question where Jesus has come from and is going to (John 7.27, 29; 8.24)
(68—69). This will be developed in our discussion of GMary in chapter five.
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Levi and finally to Levi’s son who will finally communicate it to others.'?¢ Before this time,
it is to be kept secret. Edwards sees here the original purpose of the text: ‘The new [Tchacos]
reading of the text leads to the conclusion that the purpose of the First Apocalypse of James
was perhaps not originally nor solely to act as an aid in the ascension of the soul, nor to act as
a catechetical tool, but rather to link the authority of the Christian lineage of Addai to James
and the Jerusalem Church’.'?” Haxby, on the other hand, regards martyrdom as the central

issue in the text.!28

(vi) Apocryphon of James (xuc 1,2) is a letter penned by James to an unknown
recipient,'?® containing a revelation that Jesus disclosed to James and Peter in secret. James
writes that the revelation should not be communicated to many people; in fact, it is so
esoteric that Jesus did not want all of his twelve disciples to receive it, and James has
encrypted it by using the Hebrew alphabet. However, those who receive it and believe will be
saved. James begins the story with the Twelve recalling and writing what the Saviour had
taught them ‘whether in secret or openly’ (€1Te MnieTeHN" €1Te MneToYaN? [2,13—14]). While
James writes, Jesus appears. He tells the Twelve that only those who are filled can enter the
Kingdom of Heaven, and he takes James and Peter aside to ‘fill them’ (magoy [2,35]). The
ensuing text is a dialogue between Jesus and James and Peter, with instruction about being
filled and lacking, believing in the cross, an exhortation to martyrdom and parables about the
kingdom of heaven.!3°

Following the dialogue, Jesus departs and James and Peter send their hearts up to
heaven, presumably to follow him. The other disciples, apparently witnessing this, call to
Peter and James, asking what Jesus said and where he went. The interruption from the other
disciples causes James and Peter to come back down to earth; they never reach the highest
heaven, described here as ‘the Majesty’. James and Peter explain that Jesus showed them a

future generation of believers who will surpass and save them. The other disciples do not

126 Not a lot of scholarship on 1ApocJas has been published since CT has been available to us.

127 Edwards, ‘The Rhetoric of Authority: The Nature of Revelation in the First Apocalypse of James’, 66.

128 Haxby, ‘The First Apocalypse of James’.

129 There is a lacuna where the name of the recipient would have stood: [ ---- Jeoc. Williams (among others)
suggests Cerinthus, F. E. Williams, ‘The Apocryphon of James (I, 2)’, in The Nag Hammadi Library in English,
ed. James M. Robinson (Leiden and New York: Brill, 1996), 29-31.

130 ApJas’ ‘lack of the peculiarities of gnostic myth and its positive assessment of the death of Christ lead some
to assign it to a non-gnostic, heterodox Christianity. On the other hand, the editio princeps presents varied
gnostic — especially Valentinian — parallels to its content’, Pheme Perkins, ‘Johannine Traditions in Ap. Jas.
(NHC 1,2)’, JBL 101, no. 3 (1982): 403. Perkins does see this text as a gnostic dialogue.
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appreciate this, and so James avoids their indignation by dispersing them around the world,
while he goes to Jerusalem praying that he will participate in the salvation of the generation
to come.

AplJas refers to another ‘apocryphon’ that James has sent the recipient, one that Jesus
revealed to James alone (as opposed to James and Peter). Hartenstein suggests that ApJas is
referring to 1ApoclJas: in both texts, James is the guarantor of a tradition that propagates
martyrdom and a tradition that sees the Twelve as lesser than James. Furthermore, there are
several instances in which Aplas refers to a past revelation from Jesus to James (1,28-35;
8,31-36; 13,38—14,1).!3! In 8,31-36, this previous revelation was about salvation, James’
succession and what to say before the archons. Hartenstein writes: ‘Das ist eine genaue
Charakterisierung der 1ApcJas!’!3? According to Hartenstein, knowledge of 1ApocJas is the
only way to make sense of these statements in ApJas.'33 If she is correct, then James must be
a composite James, as he appears to be the James who belongs to the Twelve in ApJas (1,23—
25) but James the brother of Jesus in 1ApocJas (nuc 24,13—14). Perkins, however, argues that
in spite of these connections, ‘the picture of martyrdom and of the death of Christ in
ApocryJas comes from a different and more orthodox tradition than that behind
[1ApocJas].’!34 It is more appropriate to talk about these two James texts as having close
connections in the intertextual web of gospel literature, while interpreting shared traditions in

different ways and even applying them to different James-characters.

(vii) Pistis Sophia (Askew Codex) is a post-resurrection dialogue in which the risen
Jesus has spent 11 years explaining the mysteries to the disciples. At the beginning, Jesus
tells them that he had previously taught only in general terms and there were many things he
had not explained. PistSoph consists of four ‘books’, separated by titles on the MS.!3 The

first two books mostly comprise an account of the repentances of the Pistis Sophia, largely

131 Hartenstein, Die zweite Lehre, 229-32.

132 Hartenstein, Die zweite Lehre, 230.

133 Because of this, she argues that whereas the other dialogue gospels know and use the canonical gospels,
Aplas represents a third stage in that it knows the canonical texts and later dialogue gospels, Hartenstein, Die
zweite Lehre, 232. This could also be said for PistSoph and also perhaps any dialogue gospel that refers to the
Sophia myth.

134 Perkins, The Gnostic Dialogue, 147.

135 As in Carl Schmidt, Pistis Sophia, trans. Violet MacDermot, NHMS 4 (Leiden: Brill, 1978), xiv. Evans
challenges the assumption that there were four books, writing that ‘Schmidt’s fourth book has a lacuna of eight
pages, and the contents, themes, and even assumed cosmologies differ dramatically before and after the gap,
suggesting they are parts of separate works’, Erin Evans, The Books of Jeu and the Pistis Sophia as Handbooks
to Eternity: Exploring the Gnostic Mysteries of the Ineffable, NHMS 89 (Leiden and Boston: Brill, 2015), 95.
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told through interpretation of Psalms. Books three and four contain Jesus answering the
questions of his disciples, with a focus on the different levels of salvation for different souls.
The afterlife souls will attain depends on which mysteries they had been initiated into and
whether they continued to sin. Book four opens with a ritual prayer of Jesus after his
resurrection, and includes prayer and ritual alongside dialogue.'*® Throughout the books,
there is a heavy emphasis on forgiveness of sins and the sacraments.

PistSoph is usually dated later than other dialogue gospels, and it is only on the basis
of its late date that Hartenstein excludes it from her analysis, despite acknowledging that it is
an ‘Erscheinungsdialog’.'” It is also much longer than other dialogue gospels, very
repetitive, and, at points, a bit of a slog (Burkitt calls it a ‘dreary Egyptian book’!!3%). But, in
my opinion, it adds volumes to our understanding of the ways in which early Christians
conceived of their world, and it should be referred to much more frequently in such
discussions.!3° PistSoph is particularly interesting for the intertextual relationship between
dialogue gospels and canonical texts as it contains quotations from Matthew, Luke and
Romans, as well as numerous Psalms, Isaiah and the Psalms and Odes of Solomon.
Furthermore, it has connections to other texts within the dialogue gospel genre, including a
variation of the Sophia myth of ApJohn (where Sophia repents, although in PistSoph she
belongs to the material cosmos) and Andrew’s incomprehension of the ascent of the soul, as

in GMary.

(viii) Gospel of Mary (g 1, POxy 3525; PRyl 463). Following six missing pages that
once opened the Berlin Codex, GMary begins with a conversation between Peter (and
presumably other disciples) and the Saviour about Matter, nature and sin. A page later, after a

short self-contained ‘farewell discourse’, Jesus disappears and Mary arises to take his place.

136 Evans understands the first part of the fourth book as ‘serv[ing] as a preparatory tool for someone about to
undergo the first baptism’, Evans, The Books of Jeu and the Pistis Sophia, 96.

137 Hartenstein, Die zweite Lehre, 12, 257. Contra, Bockmuehl writes that it ‘does not present itself as a gospel’,
presumably because it is instead an ‘elaborate disquisition about gnostic mythology’, although he does not
explain, Bockmuehl, Ancient Apocryphal Gospels, 194. It does not make a lot of sense for Bockmuehl to
categorize GPhil as a ‘post-resurrection discourse gospel’ but not PistSoph.

138 B C. Burkitt, ‘Pistis Sophia Again’, JTS 26, no. 104 (1925): 391.

139 With me on this is van der Vliet: “The neglect of the Pistis Sophia is one of the riddles of modern Gnostic
studies. W. C. van Unnik’s authoritative opinion that in the Pistis Sophia “nicht nur Wahnsinn vorliegt, wie es
beim oberfldchlichen Lesen den Anschein hat” and that rather “man durch sorgfiltige Einzelexegese Einblicke
bekommt in die Bildung gnostischer Systeme” has hardly met with any response. Nevertheless, this
compendious volume of Christian Gnostic teaching is a treasure-trove of ideas on soteriology, cosmology,
eschatology and biblical exegesis’, Jacques van der Vliet, ‘Fate, Magic and Astrology in Pistis Sophia, Chaps
15-21’, in The Wisdom of Egypt: Jewish, Early Christian and Gnostic Essays in Honour of Gerard P.
Luttikhuizen, ed. A. Hilhorst and G. H. van Kooten, AGJU 59 (Leiden and Boston: Brill, 2005), 519-20.
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She comforts the weeping disciples, who are named as Peter, Andrew and Levi, allaying their
fears about potential persecution and reminding them that Jesus will protect them. As the
male disciples debate the interpretation of Jesus’ words, she responds to a request from Peter
by recounting how ‘the Lord’ appeared to her in a vision, in which he taught her about the
ascent of the personified Soul through hostile cosmic powers. Following the vision (and
another four-page hiatus), Peter and Andrew challenge Mary’s vision. Previously-silent Levi
jumps in to defend her, belittling Peter and ultimately reminding them all of the Saviour’s
instructions to preach the gospel. The text ends with disciples going out to fulfil those
instructions, though there is considerable ambiguity about which (see the analysis of the

interpretative and textual issues in chapter three).

(ix) Book of Thomas (xuc 2,7) is a dialogue between Jesus and Judas Thomas, Jesus’
‘twin’ (coeww) [138,8]). The text is ascribed to Mathaias, who was listening to the
conversation between the two of them. The dialogue has no narrative frame, but the reference
to Jesus’ impending ascension in 138,23 indicates that it is set after Jesus’ resurrection.
Thomas requests that Jesus tell him about the hidden and invisible things so he can preach
them. The central concern is with asceticism: the elect must abandon the fiery passions of the
bestial body that destroy the soul. The body is part of the visible cosmos, and it is only
through an ascetic life that one can find truth of the invisible heavenly world. The dialogue
moves onto a monologue about coming judgement, heaven and hell, including woes and
beatitudes, and polemic against non-ascetic Christians who have ‘baptized ... [their] souls in

the water of darkness’ (ATETNWMC ... NYYXH' oM Mooy Mnkak[e] [144,1]).

(x) Gospel of Judas (cr 3) is a secret discourse (mxoro[c] eTeur [33,1]) that Jesus
reveals to Judas shortly before Judas betrays him. The text opens with a short summary of
Jesus’ activity on the earth, but depicts part of this activity as appearing in different forms
and passing freely between the heavens and earth. Then a setting is specified, on a certain day
in Judea, as Jesus finds the disciples gathered together; it is unclear whether this is a divine
‘appearance’ as such.!#? Jesus laughs at the Twelve for their foolish interpretation of the

eucharist, and tells them that they do not understand his true identity — he is not the son of

140 According to Gathercole, Jesus came to the disciples in a ‘sudden and mysterious appearance’, Simon
Gathercole, The Gospel of Judas: Rewriting Early Christianity (Oxford and New York: Oxford University
Press, 2007), 67.
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‘their god’, and they are not from the immortal holy race. Like ApJas and 1ApocJas, Jesus
proclaims that the apostolic generation will not understand him. Judas recognizes Jesus’ true
identity, and so Jesus takes him aside and answers his cosmological and eschatological
questions about the holy race and personal eschatology. Jesus reveals a cosmological myth
featuring the holy and imperishable race of Seth. At the end of the text, either Judas or Jesus
ascends into a cloud;'*! and then Judas betrays Jesus to the Jewish authorities for money.
After the publication of GJudas in 2006, there was debate over whether the gospel
narrated Judas as saved or damned (depending partly on whether Jesus or Judas ascended into

the cloud).' It is now generally accepted that Judas was subject to a negative fate.!*3

(xi) Dialogue of the Saviour (xuc 3,5). The majority of the fragmentary DialSav is a
dialogue between Jesus and the disciples. Matthew, Judas (probably Judas Thomas) and
Mary (probably Mary Magdalene) are named in the text; however, a larger group of disciples
appears at certain points. There is no reference to the time or location in the extant text,
which has no narrative frame. A main point within the discourse is Jesus opening the way
(e [120,24]) to the heavenly world, which reflects the Johannine reference to him as the
686¢ (14.6); thus DialSav may be intended as a farewell discourse.!** The text begins with a
monologue from the Saviour, teaching about rest and how to overcome the archons, and
prayer to the Father. Four pages in, the dialogue begins, with Jesus answering the disciples’
questions. In the dialogue, we find a Genesis-based creation myth (with the highest Father as
creator). There is also a fragment of an apocalyptic vision of the Son of Man, heaven and

hell, which the Saviour shows to Judas, Matthew and Mary.

141 Ambiguities regarding the ascension will be discussed in chapter two.

142 The disagreement over whether Judas was saved or damned, and whether Jesus instructed Judas to betray
him, has resulted in a number of publications on this work — perhaps more than any in the Nag Hammadi
Codices or Berlin Codex, barring GThom. Unfortunately, the other texts in Codex Tchacos have been somewhat
neglected.

3 E.g. April D. DeConick, ed., The Codex Judas Papers: Proceedings of the International Congress on the
Tchacos Codex held at Rice University, Houston, Texas, March 13—16, 2008 (Leiden and Boston: Brill, 2009),
Jenott, The Gospel of Judas; Nicola Denzey Lewis, Cosmology and Fate in Gnosticism and Graeco-Roman
Antiquity: Under Pitiless Skies, NHMS 81 (Leiden and Boston: Brill, 2013).

144 Létourneau sees it as a farewell discourse in the Johannine model with an ambiguous chronological location,
Pierre Létourneau, Le Dialogue du Sauveur (NH II1,5), BCNH:T 29 (Louvain: Peeters, 2003), 15. Pagels and
Koester argue that it is not possible to determine whether it is meant to be a pre- or post-resurrection dialogue
but that it is ‘best seen as a compilation of various sources and traditions, or as the elaboration and expansion of
an older dialogue’, Helmut Koester and Elaine Pagels, ‘Introduction’, in Nag Hammadi Codex III, 5: The
Dialogue of the Savior, NHMS 26 (Leiden: Brill, 1984), 1.
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(xii) Epistula Apostolorum.'*> After an epistolary greeting from the eleven apostles
writing to the churches of the world, the text begins with a creed-like passage and a short
description of miracles performed by the incarnate Lord. The authors declare that the letter
was written because of Simon and Cerinthus, the enemies of Jesus, and this is followed by a
‘confessional declaration of some sort’ that the Lord was crucified by Pontius Pilate and
Archelaus, and buried.!#® Then, the Easter story begins: Mary (or Sarah in Ethiopic), Martha
and Mary Magdalene go to the empty tomb and Jesus appears. He instructs the women to tell
the apostles that he has risen, but the male disciples do not believe them. Together with the
women, Jesus himself now visits the disciples, who touch him and are persuaded that he is
not a ghost. At 12.3, the revelatory dialogue starts. From this point on, the women are long
forgotten — presumably they are not present but their departure is not narrated. The sizeable
dialogue comprises a number of questions from the apostles, who always feature as a unified
‘we’, on topics including the incarnation, the Parousia, the judgement, mission, keeping
commandments, and an interpretation of the story of the ten virgins. The text concludes with
an account of Jesus’ ascension that is apparently independent of the Acts narrative.

EpAp is often seen as ‘different’ to other dialogue gospels. It has been viewed as a
‘proto-orthodox’ dialogue gospel that adopted the genre from ‘gnostics’ in order to criticize
them.'*” The claim that the text polemizes against ‘gnostics’ is based on its opposition to the
arch-heretics Simon and Cerinthus, and the fact that the first virgin to be locked out of heaven
is named rnwceic (43.16).'*¥ Yet EpAp also includes typically ‘gnostic’ elements, such as the

Ogdoad and a cosmology that includes multiple heavens.'* Another reason that Hartenstein

145 There is one Coptic MS and one Latin MS of EpAp, which both contain part of the text. The full text exists
in a number of Ethiopic manuscripts.

146 Julian V. Hills, Tradition and Composition in the Epistula Apostolorum, HTS 57 (Cambridge, MA: Harvard
University Press, 2008), 76. In full, the passage runs: ‘This one [to whom we] bear witness is the Lord, who was
[crucifi]ed by Pontius Pilate [and A]rchelaus between the two robbe[r]s [and wa]s buried in a place which is
called [Sku]ll’ (9.1). This follows the apostles’ comment on the reason for writing.

147 Klauck, The Apocryphal Gospels, 159. Others who think that EpAp borrowed the genre to combat its
opponents include Manfred Hornschuh, Studien zur Epistula Apostolorum, Patristische Texte und Studien 5
(Berlin: De Gruyter, 1965), 4—8; Ron Cameron, The Other Gospels: Non-Canonical Gospel Texts (Philadelphia,
PA: Westminster John Knox Press, 1982), 131-32; J. K. Elliott, The Apocryphal New Testament: A Collection
of Apocryphal Christian Literature in an English Translation (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2005), 555;
Bruce M. Metzger, The Canon of the New Testament: Its Origin, Development and Significance (Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1989), 182. Contra, Bauckham argues that the ‘discourse of the risen Christ to his disciples
was a popular genre among the writers of post-canonical Gospel material and was used by orthodox writers as
well as (and probably before) Gnostic writers’, Bauckham, ‘The Two Fig Tree Parables in the Apocalypse of
Peter’, 276.

148 On the virgin named ‘gnosis’ and other possible instances of polemic throughout the text, see Hartenstein,
Die zweite Lehre, 103—4.

149 See esp. Hartenstein, Die zweite Lehre, 105-7.
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considers EpAp as different to other dialogue gospels is in its presentation of the appearance
of Christ as the resurrection of the crucified, not the appearance of the Risen One.'® But the
focus of EpAp does not seem to be on Jesus as ‘the crucified one’ (there are only two
references to the crucifixion) but on the resurrected Jesus’ corporeality. When Peter, Thomas
and Andrew are asked to confirm that the risen Lord bears the marks of the crucifixion, the
focus is clearly on the fleshliness of his risen state. The crucified one is not at odds with the
risen one, and it might be more helpful to think of an equal importance of the crucified and
risen aspects of the body of Jesus. This focus does single EpAp out from other dialogue
gospels. While the argument that EpAp consciously used the genre against its ‘gnostic’
creators might be standard opinion, there is little sign of a polemical purpose in the text as a

whole.

(xiii) Sophia of Jesus Christ (xuc 3,4; B 3; POxy 1081"") opens with the twelve
disciples and seven women on a mountain in Galilee, wondering about the universe, the plan
of salvation (oikonomi), the powers and the Saviour. The Saviour appears in a form of great
light that only pure, perfect flesh could bear, and greets them with his peace. Five named
disciples, Philip, Matthew, Thomas, Mary and Bartholomew, or his disciples as a collective,
ask him short questions, and the Saviour answers with revelation about the nature of truth, the
One who is Ineffable, the perishable and the imperishable, Yaldabaoth and the cosmos, and
their origins and salvation. The Sophia myth has strong connections to ApJohn. The text has
a threefold pantheon: the transcendent God (which is the focus of the first part); Man
(representing both saved and fallen humanity); and the Son of Man-Christ."** Their questions
answered, the disciples go out with joy to ‘preach the gospel of God, the eternal Father,
imperishable for ever’ (gg 127,5-10).

The usual conversation around SophJesChr presupposes that it is a Christian narrative

frame imposed on the non-Christian dialogue Eugnostos (xuc 3,3; 5,1).'> The short questions

150 ‘Die EpAp zeigt so schon vom Anfang der Erscheinungserzihlung her ein grundsitzlich anderes Konzept als
andere Dialogevangelien, behandelt wird die Auferstehung des Gekreuzigten, nicht die Erscheinung des
Auferstandenen’, Hartenstein, Die zweite Lehre, 113.

151 The two Coptic MSS vary from each other in relatively minor ways.

152 As suggested by René Falkenberg, ‘Matthew 28:16-20 and the Nag Hammadi Library: Reception of the
Great Commission in the Sophia of Jesus Christ’, in Mark and Matthew II: Comparative Readings, Reception
History, Cultural Hermeneutics, and Theology, ed. Eve-Marie Becker and Anders Runesson, WUNT 304
(Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2013), 99—100. Man and the Father are merged into one divinity.

1533 However, this was not always the case and previous to Krause’s argument in 1964, some thought that
SophJesChr may have been earlier than Eug. But ‘the priority of Eug is now simply assumed’, see D. M. Parrott,
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posed by the disciples only serve to move the narrative along and nothing would be lost
without the appearance, the disciples or Jesus’ departure. However, the supposition
concerning the manner in which SophJesChr has been ‘imposed’ on Eug may be too
simplistic, and the whole assumption may need to be readdressed, but this is not my purpose

here, and we will not deal further with Eug."*

1.4. Revelations of the End

1.4.1. Revelation

The whole point of a dialogue with Jesus is for him to teach. Dialogue gospels see knowledge
as a means of salvation, whether it be knowledge of one’s origins or knowledge of how to act
properly. And thus, the texts’ soteriological messages are interwoven with the genre.

It is often the case in the dialogue gospels that the reason for Jesus’
incarnation/descent/appearance is revelation. SophJesChr repeatedly asserts that Christ came
to reveal, without mention of any other motive (such as an atoning death): ‘The perfect
Saviour said: “I came from the Infinite that I might teach you all things’ (nexaq ne1 ITEAI0C
NCDP X.€ ANOK i€l €BOX oM TTATEPANTON X€ €E1€TCEBE THYTN eNka NiM [SophJesChr, g
87,12—15]). The revelatory teaching can either be instigated by Jesus or by the disciples

questioning him, but in every dialogue gospel it is prevalent and explicit:

ApJohn T[ENOY 2€1€1] ETOYNOYEIATK €B[OX X€ OY NME]TWOOM aYW OY NE[NTAYWD]ME YWD OY
neTem[we €Tpeq]mmrie Xekaac ek[eeMe €]NIATNAY (€) EPOOY M[NN NETOY]NAY €POOY &YW
eT[oyNelaTK] €BOX €TBe mTeN[0C NpME] (Ba 22,2—9155 ).

[Now I have come] to teach you [what] is, and [what was] and what will come to pass, that
you [may know] the things which are not manifest [and the things which are] manifest, and

to teach you about the Perfect [Man].

Nag Hammadi Codices II1,3—4 and V,1, with Papyrus Berolinensis 8502,3 and Oxyrhynchus Papyrus 1081:
Eugnostos and the Sophia of Jesus Christ (Leiden and New York: Brill, 1991), 3—4.

154 An alternative to the simplistic ‘christianization’ argument is seeing Christ as fulfilling the role of ‘the
interpreter who was sent’ (npeyBmA nTayT20Y0Y [BG 94,16—17]) in Eug, as suggested in Parrott, Eugnostos
and the Sophia of Jesus Christ, 4. Hartenstein is hesitant to identify the ‘Interpreter’ with Christ, Hartenstein,
Die zweite Lehre, 38 n.22. Another issue is the translation of the title, which, on the analogy of the Wisdom of
Solomon, might be translated ‘The Wisdom of Jesus’ (NHC) or ‘The Wisdom of Jesus Christ’ (BG), depending
on whether or not ‘Sophia’ is taken as a proper name.

155 Largely reconstructed from NHC 4.
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John FD

EpPetPhil

ApocPet

1ApocJas

AplJas

PistSoph

GMary

BookThom

GlJudas

Tadta &v mopoiong AeAdAnKa DUIV: EpYeTal Mpa OTE OVKETL &V TTOPOLioG AAAoW LUV,
GAAG Toppnoig TEPL TO0 TATPOG ATayYEAG Ouiv (16.25)
I have said these things to you in figures of speech. The hour is coming when I will no

longer speak to you in figures, but will tell you plainly of the Father.

NTOTN OYAT THYTN €TP MNTPE X€ aleX€ Nal THPOY NHTN aX[A]a [e]TBe

TETNMNT aT Na2TE T[N]amaxe Nkecorm (nuc 135,4-8)
It is you yourselves who witness that I spoke all these things to you. But because of your

unbelief, I will speak again.

The second coming of Christ and resurrection of the dead, which Christ revealed to Peter ...

And these things he pondered so that he might understand their mystery. (incipit)

[erc] enTe tNa 2ONTT Nak €BOX MniekcTE (nuc 21,29-30,1)

Behold, I shall reveal to you your redemption.

a2[1p] WP €€1)EXE NMMHTN 2PHI 2N MIIAPABOAH * aYM NEPETNP NOE€! €N * H[N]oy an
tmexe NUMHT[N 2]N oywng aBax (7,1-5)

At first I spoke to you in parables, and you did not understand. Now I speak to you openly.

XIN MO0Y 6€ €BOX TNaAMAXE NMMHTN 2N OYTIAPPHCI XIN TaAPXH NTAAHOEIA ()2 MECX DK
aY® tNAM2XE NHMHTHN N0 21 20 aXN MapaBorH * (1.6 [8,23-9,2])!1%
From today on, I will speak with you openly from the beginning of the truth until its

completion. And I will speak with you face to face, without parable.

TIEOHTT EPATN TNaTaMa THYTN epoy (10,8—9)

What is hidden from you, I will proclaim to you.

CIOTM €POI NTAGMAI NaK' €BOX €TBE NENTAK'MEEYE EPOOY 2pai oM nek’ouT (138,7-8)

Listen to me, and I will reveal to you the things you have pondered in your mind.

aqapx[el] npa[xe] nMMay emM[Yc] THPI[O]N €T21 XN MKOCMOC YD NETNAQMTIE )XBOX
(33,15-18)

And he beg[an] to spe[ak] with them about the m[ys]teri[e]s above the world and what will
happen up to the end.

136 References to PistSoph follow the format of (chapter.section [page,verse]) as some chapters are very long.
This follows the page and line numbers in Schmidt, Pistis Sophia.
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DialSav TuaTcaBwTH (122, 1-2)

I will teach you.

EpAp To[Ne  a]oy TNAGOA(TT) NHTNE aBaX NNETMIICA[2]Pe NNMHYE MN NETEN NITHYE 20Y
TETNANAIMAYCIC €TgN TMNTPPO NrHYe (12.3)
Rise [a]nd I will reveal to you the things abo[v]e the heavens and the things in the heavens

and your rest which is in the kingdom of the heavens.

SophJesChr MATCABON 2NN OYMNY €BOX (pg 102,8-9).

Teach us openly.

The theme is the same but the details vary. Some of these quotations reveal that the teaching
will be redemptive, some appear simply to placate the disciples’ worries or questions, some
reveal what was previously hidden, and in some it is the disciples who ask Jesus to educate
them. In the GMary quotation above, it is Mary who speaks — she is the one who will pass on
the Saviour’s teachings.

The theme of revelation goes hand in hand with understanding. Jesus often speaks
about those who have not understood (e.g. ‘he who spoke concerning this scripture had a
limited understanding’ [meTa'q’ @axe 2a TeirpadH NT2GCOOYN W MeiMa, 1Apoctas nuc
26,6-7]), as well as rejoicing at the disciples’ questions when they demonstrate
comprehension (e.g. “Then he rejoiced when I asked him this, and he said to me: “Truly, you
are blessed for you have understood’ [TOTe aypame NTAPIXNOYY €Mai aYD MEXaY Nal X€
AAHOMC NTK OYMaKAPIOC €MAH aKpNo€l, ApJohn nucs 27,14—17]).

In several of these dialogues, the disciples are confused or upset as they do not

understand Jesus’ teachings:

TIETPOC NAE 24OYMWW)B NNa2PN Ne€l Ma[X |eq X€ NCAT MEN KP TTPOTPENE MMAN 220YN
ATMNTPPO NMITHYE 2ENKECATT &N KCTO MMAN aBaX’ MLXAEIC 2NCAMT" MEN KP [MO€ aYD
KCIDK' MMAN 220YN ATTICTIC aYM KT NEN MITMNZ 2NKECATT &N KZBAPBP MMaN
aBaX NTMNTepO NMnnye (Aplas 13,25-36)

Then Peter replied to these words and said, ‘Sometimes you urge us toward the
kingdom of heaven, and at other times you turn us back. Lord, sometimes you
persuade and draw us to faith and promise us life, and at other times you cast us forth

from the kingdom of heaven’.
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Incomprehension is an especially pressing problem in the dialogue gospels due to Jesus’
imminent and permanent absence. We frequently find the idea that the disciples feel that it is

necessary to question Jesus, either for purposes of salvific understanding or mission:

€PTMTEOY[a €1Me X€EN]| TanK®R T Wre N[a]w wg[e] ynapwke Nepal NPHTQ" €B[OA]
X€NYcooYN aN NTeynoyne (DialSav 134,1-4)
If [one] does not [understand how] fire came into existence, he will burn in it, because

he does not know its root.

TIAAIN [aN] MTAXEN NEY X € MXAEIC OYANATKH FaP NEN T€ ATNMINE ABaX 21TOOTK
ABAX X€ KOY22Ca2NE NEN aTNTameael) (EpAp 23.1)
Again we said to him, ‘Lord, it is necessary for us to question you, for you command

us to preach’.

PistSoph develops this, referring to a synoptic passage (Matt 7.7 // Luke 11.9). Mary says:

TM2X 0€1C MIIPGMNT €POl €EIINE MMOK * X € ENMINE NCa 2B NIM 2N OYMPX. MN
OYaChanla * AKX 00C TAP EPON MITIOYOEIW) * X € )INE TAPETNGINE YD TMM
TAPOYOYMN NHTN X€ OYON T'aP NIM €ETMINE YNAGINE * YD OYON NIM €TTMZM €20YN *
CENAOYMN Nay * TENOY G€ MAXO0€EIC NIM TIETNAGNT( H NIM MIETNNATMEM €POY * H NIM
NTOY TETE OYNWGOM MMOY €X.D €EPON NTATIOPACIC NNID2XE ETNNAMNTK €POOY * H
NIM NTOY T1€ €TCOOYN NTGOM NNMAXE ETNNAWMINE NCIDOY ... EBOX X€ NEIWINE aN NCa
6€ ETOYWINE MMOC NG1 NPAOME NTE TTKOCMOC * dAAa ENMINE ANON 2M TICOOYN NTE
TIXICE Ml ENTAKTAAY NaN YD ENAINE ON 2M TITYTNOC NTGINMINE €ETOYOTB * Tal
NTAKTCABON €POC ETPENMINE NPHTC * TENOY G€ MaXO0EIC MIIPGMNT €POI" dANX GMATT
Nal €BOX MIIMax€ eTNAMNTK €poy’ (2.83 [184,7-19; 185,2-9])

My Lord, be not angry with me that I question you, for we question all things with
assurance and certainty. For you once said to us, ‘Seek and you shall find, and knock
and it shall be opened to you, for everyone who seeks will find, and to everyone who
knocks, it will be opened to him’. Now at this time, my Lord, whom will I find, or to
whom shall we knock, or rather who is able to say to us the answer to the words on
which we question you, or rather who knows the power of the words which we will

question? ... For we do not question in the way that the people of the world question,
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but we question with the knowledge of the height that you have given to us, and we
question with the type of the superior questioning that you have taught us, that we
should question therewith. Now at this time, my Lord, do not be angry with me, but

reveal to me the subject on which I will question you.

Jesus answers and says that he is glad to answer her questions since she has asked them in the
right way (with assurance).

The request for the revelatory teaching that Jesus must provide can be relentless
(especially when the disciples never quite grasp the point). In the quotation above, Mary
twice asks Jesus not to be angry with her for her questions, and even attempts to justify her
own questioning methods. The disciples of EpAp explain that they need answers because
Jesus has commanded them to preach (23.1), but he still gets irate with their relentless

questioning:

[29B]AK apaN €4X0Y MMAC NEN X€ O NATM[CTIC]eHM )2 €@ NPOOYE ETETNWINE
(EpAp 24.4)
[He was a]ngry with us, saying to us, ‘O you of little faith, how long will you

question?’

In spite of all the differences in the theological content of the revelations, the dialogue
gospels depict a similar relationship between Jesus and his disciple(s). Jesus is the revealer

and saviour, and the disciples desperately need him to reveal the truths of their salvation.
1.4.2. The Revealer
With the focus on revelation, we must also consider who the revealer is. Of course it is Jesus,

but it is not a given that every interpretation of Jesus was the same — even remotely. Each

gospel, both canonical and non-canonical, offers a new interpretation of Jesus."’

157 As Watson writes: ‘As Luke indicates to Theophilus, each attempt to write the gospel represents a new
answer to the question who Jesus is on the assumption that the answers embodied in earlier gospels are either
inadequate or misleading’, Francis Watson, Gospel Writing: A Canonical Perspective (Grand Rapids, MI and
Cambridge: Eerdmans, 2013), 8. Conversely, Perkins argues that ‘[t]he Nag Hammadi writings have developed
their picture of the Savior from traditions quite different from those which underlie NT christological
assertions’, Pheme Perkins, ‘Gnostic Christologies and the New Testament’, CBQ 43, no. 4 (1981): 606.
However, King points out that the Saviour in ‘gnostic’ texts is depicted in radically different ways, King, What
Is Gnosticism?, 208—10.
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In the dialogue gospels, we find a variety of christological titles. In general, they show
a predominant use of the names caTHp and xo0eic with 1¢ as a rarity; so much so that there
may be some intention behind the authors’ repeated preference. Irenaeus challenges his

opponents’ preference for ‘Saviour’:

And for this reason, they say that the ‘Saviour’ — for they do not wish to call him ‘Lord’ —
for 30 years did nothing in public. (Adv. Haer. 1.1.3)

Although Irenaeus is incorrect, for his opponents’ texts do wish to call Jesus Lord, he is right
to point out the different emphasis in titles between his four authoritative gospels and ‘other
gospels’."® In the dialogue gospels, cooTp and xoeic are generally employed in dialogue,
particularly in the introductory formulae ‘the Saviour said’ and ‘the Lord said’. The two
names are alternated in ApocPet (alongside ‘my Lord Jesus Christ’ [15.1] and ‘my Lord and
God Jesus Christ’ [16.4]), BookThom (alongside ‘Jesus’), DialSav, EpAp and SophJesChr.
1Apoclas does not use Saviour at all, only Lord (and Rabbi as an address). The name ‘Jesus’
is relatively uncommon. PistSoph appears to be the least hesitant of the dialogue gospels to
employ it: in book three, the names Jesus and Saviour are used alternately, in book one and
four he is Jesus, and in book two he is called the First Mystery but reverts to Jesus at the end.

Irenaeus’ criticism that the ‘gnostics falsely called” welcomed the name Saviour
suggests that the members of his ‘proto-orthodox’ community did not. Again, this is not quite
accurate. Not only is it found in EpAp and ApocPet, but it is employed by a number of
second-century ‘orthodox’ authors who write texts outside of the dialogue gospel genre.
POxy 840 is similar to the canonical gospels in style and tone and deals with an encounter
between the Saviour and a Pharisee about ritual cleanliness and baptism. Although it is just a
small fragment of a text, it uses cwtp exclusively. Bovon argued that this was evidence of
intra-Christian polemic, writing that the ‘use of the title Savior and the absence of the name
Jesus suggest a location for the fragment within a Gnostic or Manichaean milieu using

apocryphal tradition’.”® Again, this cannot be correct. Ignatius frequently refers to Jesus

158 We can assume ApJohn represents a text of Irenaeus’ opponents due to the close parallels between ApJohn
and Adv. Haer. 1.29-30.

159 Frangois Bovon, ‘Fragment Oxyrhynchus 840, Fragment of a Lost Gospel, Witness of an Early Christian
Controversy over Purity’, JBL 119, no. 4 (2000): 728. Contra, Kazen argues against POxy 840 being closer to
Christian ‘gnostic’ or Manichaean ideas than the synoptics and Jewish texts regarding purity. See Thomas
Kazen, ‘Sectarian Gospels for Some Christians? Intention and Mirror Reading in the Light of Extra-Canonical
Texts’, NTS 51, no. 4 (2005): 575. Kruger simply argues that this title places the gospel in the second century,
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Christ as Saviour,'® and Justin hardly shies away from it, telling us that ‘the name Jesus in
the Hebrew language means Xmtp in the Greek tongue’ (I Apol. 33.7).16! The ‘Saviour’ title
then need not imply a specifically ‘gnostic’ theology. It is more appropriate to suggest that
the title refers to Jesus’ saving capacity — through his death and resurrection in the case of
Ignatius, through purity in the case of POxy 840, and through revelation in the case of the
dialogue gospels.

‘Lord’ (xVprog // x0€1c) is much more common in early Christian literature and is
multifaceted in meaning.'®* Yet it is not entirely welcomed in some recensions of the Nag
Hammadi tractates. The two recensions of SophJesChr (BG, NHC 3) and four recensions of
ApJohn (NHC 2, 3, 4, BG) show a striking difference in their use of christological titles. For
SophJesChr, in both recensions, it is the ‘Saviour’ who appears to the disciples and he is
usually called ‘the perfect Saviour’ in the dialogue narratives. However, in the NHC 3
version, Philip, Thomas and Mary address him as ‘Lord’ (X¢)'®® whereas the parallel passages
in BG use ‘Christ’ (xc).'** Of all the things to change between manuscripts, the name used to
address the Saviour is significant.

The Coptic nomina sacra used for ‘Christ’ and ‘Lord’ are very similar, with just a
single line difference (x.¢ and Xc). This may suggest that the variation is a simple mistake or
misreading. However, later the text makes clear that human error is not the explanation. The

Saviour is teaching the disciples and we read:

TMNTEPO THPC MIMHPE MITPMOME METEWAYMOYTE EPOY X.€ MWHPE MIINOYTE (NHC
105,19-22).
The whole kingdom of the Son of Man, who is called ‘Son of God’.

Michael J. Kruger, The Gospel of the Savior: An Analysis of P.Oxy. 840 and Its Place in the Gospel Traditions
of Early Christianity, TENT 1 (Leiden: Brill, 2005), esp. 203—4.

160 Epistles to the Ephesians 1.1; Magnesians 1.1; Philadelphians 9.2; Smyrnaeans 7.1.

16! Furthermore, 2 Peter and the Pastoral epistles employ it frequently. 2 Pet 1.1, 11; 2.20; 3.2, 18; Tit 1.3, 4;
2.10,13;3.4,6; 1 Tim 1.1; 2.3; 4.10 and 2 Tim 1.10.

162 See Larry W. Hurtado, Lord Jesus Christ: Devotion to Jesus in Earliest Christianity (Grand Rapids, MI and
Cambridge: Eerdmans, 2003), 108—17; Ferdinand Hahn, The Titles of Jesus in Christology: Their History in
Early Christianity, trans. Harold Knight and George Ogg, Library of Theological Translations (Cambridge:
James Clarke Co., 2002), 68—128; Wilhelm Bousset, Kyrios Christos: A History of the Belief in Christ from the
Beginnings of Christianity to Irenaeus, trans. John E. Steely, 5th ed. (Nashville, TN and New York: Abingdon
Press, 1970), 121-52.

163 BG 86,7; 87,9; 90,1-2.

164 NHC3 95,19; 96,15; 98,10. In the BG, nexaq Nay N61 MaBaIOC X€ TIC 24OYMNP €BOX N6l nipwme (Matthew
said to him, ‘How was Man revealed?’ [sc 93,12—15]) follows the exact same format as the other questions, but
there is no address. NHC 3, on the other hand, does have an address: nexaq Nay NG1 Ma00a10C X€ MXO0EIC
TICDTHP' TIADC ATIPME OY DN €BOX (Matthew said to him, ‘Lord, Saviour, how was Man revealed?’ [100,16—
19)).
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TMNTEPO A€ Ta MA)HPE MIIPMME T€ €TE W2 YMOYTE €poY X€ neXc (gg 101,6-9).

Now the kingdom is that of the Son of Man, who is called ‘Christ’.

The change from Son of God to Christ (or vice versa) cannot be explained as a misreading of
x and x. It must be more intentional.

In ApJohn, we see the same thing. John repeatedly addresses Jesus as ‘Christ’ in BG
and ‘Lord’ in NHC 2 and 3. Yet, except in direct address, he is called the ‘Saviour’.
Evidently, the scribe of the Berlin Codex thought Christ was an appropriate title for the
Saviour; whereas the scribes of these texts in Nag Hammadi Codices 2 and 3 pushed against
this identification.'*

The motivations behind the variant christological titles are unclear. What is clear,
however, is that the christological titles in dialogue gospels reflect the fluctuating titles within
the wider Christian world. Lord, Saviour, Jesus and Christ are four key titles, and we see
these within dialogue gospels and outside of them. The presentation of Jesus is no more or
less varied within dialogue gospels than within ‘orthodox’ or ‘heterodox’ Christian literature

— dialogue gospels are simply using common early Christian terminology.

1.4.3. Eschatology

The revelations of Jesus in the dialogue gospels are generally concerned with the broad
concepts of eschatology and soteriology. In these texts, eschatology and soteriology are not
easily distinguished — salvation is the final aim of humanity — and to encompass both the
cosmic and individual ‘end’, our discussion will be conceived in terms of ‘eschatology’. Even
the texts that focus on one’s origins are soteriological. Hartenstein notes that the form of the
dialogue gospel, especially the lists of questions, mirrors its concern with revelatory
salvation: ‘Die Beliebtheit der Fragelisten ist im Kontext gnostischer Theologie zu verstehen.

Da Erkenntnis, insbesondere das Wissen um die eigene Herkunft, Heil bedeutet, hat Suchen

165 E.g. BG 46,6 // NHC2 13,18; BG 58,2 // NHC2 22,10 // NHC3 28,18. There are many more instances of this.
In some cases, it is unclear whether Xc is in reference to Christ or Good; e.g. he anointed him with his MnTXC
(Christhood Xpiotdg, or goodness ypnotds) (g 30,15)

166 This is not the case for other texts in NHC 2 and 3. GPhil in NHC 2 and the Gospel of the Egptians in NHC 3
use ‘Christ’.
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und Fragen einen hohen Stellenwert; es kann sogar schon fiir sich soteriologische Qualitat
haben’.'®’

As we saw earlier, Fallon divided the ‘gnostic apocalypses’ into those which included
cosmic eschatology and those which included only personal. The dialogue gospels do not
neatly bifurcate into these two categories, as in several texts a cosmic eschatology can at least
be inferred — although it is not a primary concern of the text, it is in the background. Often it
is simply said that the cosmos is perishable (e.g. SophJesChr [gg 89,9—12], GJudas [50,11—
14]). Others texts deal with this theme more explicitly. In GMary the disciples ask about the
dissolution of Matter (7,1-2). In PistSoph, it is said that ‘world matter’ (exyAn mnkocmoc) will
‘dissolve completely’ (qnuaBwA eBox enTHPQq) (2.93 [212,22—-23]). The disciples see this as
the work of Jesus, as when he ascends to heaven an earthquake occurs and the disciples
wonder if the world will ‘be rolled up’ (eynaex-rikocmoc [1.3 (6,14)]) and whether Jesus will
‘dissolve all places’ (NaBmX €BOX NNTOMOC THPOY [1.4 (7,4)]). ApJohn, concerned primarily
with origins over eschatology, sees a protological end: ‘It is because of you [the Invisible
Spirit] that all things have come into being, and (it is) to you (that) all things will return’
(ETBHTK' aATITHPY MMIIE AYM EPENTHPY NaNaYey' €pok [pg 9.7-8]). DialSav refers to the
‘time of dissolution’ (neoyoeiw MnBmA €BoX [122,3]), and later to ‘weeping and [gnashing]
of teeth over the end of a[ll] these things’ (rpime MN [11 ... | NNOBRE €xXNOAP NNl TH[POY]
[127,17-19]). ApocPet also refers to the whole creation dissolving (5.7), which brings
judgement and the Parousia. Cosmic eschatology is a less pressing concern in the dialogue
gospels than individual salvation; however, sometimes they are complementary. In the
background of Jesus’ teaching about the ascent of the soul through the archons, or the
resurrection of the flesh to the judged, is a dissolving cosmos.

Hartenstein groups together ApJohn, SophJesChr, GMary and 1ApocJas (and to an
extent EpPetPhil), seeing that they have a similar cosmology and report similar conditions of

the creation of humankind:

Diese mythologischen Ausfithrungen sind vor dem Hintergrund zu verstehen, daf}
Wissen um himmlische Vorgénge und vor allem um die eigene Herkunft erlosend
wirkt. Solches Wissen ermoglicht den Aufstieg des Menschen bzw. seiner Seele, der

in SJC (BG p.122,5-125,10 par.) und AJ (BG p.64,14-71,2 par.) ausdriicklich

167 Hartenstein, Die zweite Lehre, 278.
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thematisiert wird. Im EvMar und in der 1ApcJac findet sich eine Konzentration auf
den Aspekt des Aufstiegs, was aber nur eine Verschiebung des thematischen
Schwerpunkts bedeutet. Die Dialogevangelien als Gattung scheinen so eine Affinitat

zu Fragen der (gnostisch verstandenen) Soteriologie zu haben.'®®

SophJesChr explains that Jesus has broken the bonds of the archons by teaching humanity
about the Immortal Man. Now humanity can ‘go up to the One Who Is’ (Bwk egpai
enetaoort [pg 122,13—15]). Knowledge allows humanity to ascend to the Father. ApJohn
also discusses how knowledge and action allow the soul to ascend. In short, ApJohn
conjectures a transcendent God whose divine essence is protologically given to humans made
in its image. Once humans understand their divine heritage, they become free from ‘fate’ and
can be saved (unlike Judas in GJudas whose fate dooms him beyond salvation'®). 1ApocJas
explains how the soul ascends through the archons by declaring its divine heritage, and in
GMary we see this ascent narrated. Although not all of these texts presuppose the ‘Sophia
myth’ of ApJohn, they each understand salvation and personal eschatology as protological:
The soul returns to its origins. This group may be extended to include PistSoph, in which all
souls ascend at the end of age, but the individual soul will only reach the realm according to
which it has received the mysteries. The ascent is therefore conditional and hierarchical. In
ApJohn and PistSoph, souls that have not received the mysteries or correct knowledge, or
have acted out of accordance with them, have the prospect of reincarnation.

Aplas presupposes knowledge of this kind of soul-through-archons eschatology,

although the text is not interested in reproducing that teaching:

€TBE MEE1 TX0Y MMAC NNHTN X€ €P1 NHPE' MITMDP" 2PTIAANA YD 222 NCATT 221X.00C

NHTN MN NETNEPHY' aYMD aN NTaK OYAEETK" (D IAKKMBOC 221X.00C X € OYXEEl" aYMD

2212(DN ATOOTK" ATPEKOYALK NCWEL 2YD 221 TCEBE EIETK ABAN AOYTIOOECIC NNAPPN

NNAPXMN ENEY X € aANaK A21€1 AMTN AYD 22IMEXE AYD 22<I>P CKYANE MMAEL YD
22141 MIMAKAAM® NTAPINOY2M MMMTN 22161 TAP AMITN aTPAOYM? NMMHTN X EKACE’

€<PET>NA0YM NMMHI 2T THNE (Aplas 8,27-9,4)

168 Hartenstein, Die zweite Lehre, 260.

19 According to Denzey Lewis, GJudas does not propound escape from astral fatalism, in contrast to ApJohn;
see Denzey Lewis, Under Pitiless Skies, 165-80. On ApJohn’s understanding of fate, King writes, ‘despite the
oft-repeated cliché that Gnostics felt themselves to be enslaved by fate, in fact, the Secret Revelation of John
affirms that spiritual humanity was always under the care of the true Pronoia’, King, The Secret Revelation of
John, 108.
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This is why I say to you: Be sober, do not be deceived. And many times have I said to
you all together, and also to you alone, James, have I said ‘Be saved.” And I have
commanded you to follow me, and I have taught you what to say before the archons.
Observe that I have descended and have spoken and undergone tribulation and carried
off my crown after saving you. For I came down to dwell with you so that you in turn

might dwell with me.

Reading ApJas alone, it is unclear who or what the archons are. But reading it in light of texts
such as GMary and 1ApocJas, it can be assumed that they are the cosmic powers that the soul
must conquer on its way to heaven, mirrored in the earthly realm as authorities that persecute
Christians. ApJas explicitly links this to its incarnation theology: Jesus has descended from
the heavens and been crucified in order that Christians can dwell with him in the heavens,
presumably after producing the necessary verbal declarations to pass the cosmic powers.

This cosmic/earthly powers parallelism is typical of the ‘martyrdom’ dialogue
gospels. Alongside ApJas, these are 1ApocJas and EpPetPhil.'” In 1ApocJas, James prepares
for martyrdom, and the text concludes with his death by stoning at which he imitates Jesus,
crying: ‘Forgive them, for they do [not know] what they are doing’ (k@ NaY €BOX
nc[ecooy]ne rap [an] xe eyp oY [cr 30,25-26]). James prepares for martyrdom by acquiring
knowledge about the heavenly realms and, as Haxby argues, ‘by focusing so deeply on the
revelation which James receives, 1 ApocJas narrates a martyrdom which focuses far more on
the transmission of knowledge than on the testing and trial of the hero martyr’.'” In the
opening of EpPetPhil, the apostles ask Jesus to ‘give us our power, for they seek to kill us’
(Mat NaN NNOYGaM €MAH CEKMTE NCON €20TBN [nyc 134,8—9]). Throughout the text, Jesus
tells them that their suffering is necessary. The potential persecution is related to mission, but
there are also cosmic powers that they must fight against. The earthly martyrdom, in which
the disciple battles the authorities and dies, is paralleled in the cosmos, where the disciple

battles the archons and gains immortality.

170 These are both found in Codex Tchacos and King proposes that, along with GJudas, these texts could be read
together as preparation for martyrdom, Karen L. King, ‘Marytrdom and Its Discontents in the Tchacos Codex’,
in The Codex Judas Papers: Proceedings of the International Congress on the Tchacos Codex Held at Rice
University, Houston, Texas, March 13—16, 2008, ed. April D. DeConick (Leiden and Boston: Brill, 2009), 23—
42.

17! Haxby, ‘The First Apocalypse of James’, 14. He focuses on how James prepares for martyrdom through
gaining knowledge about the heavens and femaleness, and thus sees it as a ‘non-standard martyrdom’.
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In EpAp, BookThom and ApocPet, humankind must face judgement and heaven or
hell. In EpAp and ApocPet, judgement is linked with the Parousia.'’? In ApocPet, Christ will
return ‘on a cloud of heaven with great power and in my glory, my cross going before my
face... shining seven times more than the sun... that I might judge the living and the dead’

(1.6-7). In EpAp he says:

TNHY Fap NTEE NIIP1 ETTIPIADOY 20Y €E1E€ NOYAEINE NCa2Y NKMB Mapapay N Maeay
ENTNQ NKAOOXE 21[oyc]amngapal @N OY€aY €MCHMEION [NIC|TAYPOC 21TAER1 20Y TNHY
A@PHI XN K22 Tateern aneTaNg MN NeTMaYT (EpAp 16.3-5)

I am coming like the sun that shines, and the light will be seven times greater than it,
in my glory. On the wings of clouds, I shall be carried in glory, the sign of the cross
before me. And I am coming down upon the earth and I give judgement to the living

and the dead.

Both texts describe clouds, glory, the cross, light seven times more powerful than the sun,
and portray the Christ as the ‘judge of the living and the dead’.'”

EpAp, ApocPet and BookThom all propose a judgement, but in EpAp and ApocPet,
this is linked with resurrection (EpAp 21.6; ApocPet 1.8, 4.1, 4.12). In BookThom, there is a
passing reference to ‘the day of judgement’ (143,7), but without explanation. It must be
conceived differently to EpAp and ApocPet as the idea of resurrection is contested — in
BookThom, it is the soul alone that is punished. The text makes it clear that flesh will never
rise again: ‘Now that which changes will decay and perish, and has no hope of life from them
on, since that body is bestial’ (MeTWiBe A€ YNATEKO NYXN aYD MNTEY PENMIC NIONY XM
MINAY X€ TemMa rap oyTBNH 1€ [139,4-6]), and ‘the vessel of their flesh will dissolve’
(rickeYOC Tap NTOYCAPZ NaBMA €BOX [141,6—7]). Humans love the material world made of
fire, but it is the fire that will consume those who loved it.

The all-consuming fire is an intertextual motif between BookThom and ApocPet:

'72 The question of dependency (EpAp on ApocPet) has been raised, but as Bauckham writes: ‘the Epistle of the
Apostles seems to show no other sign of dependence on the Apocalypse of Peter. It is at least equally likely that
both works reflect common traditional descriptions of the parousia’, Bauckham, ‘The Two Fig Tree Parables in
the Apocalypse of Peter’, 274.

173 Helmer writes that ‘judge of the living and the dead’ ‘quickly became codified as a stock phrase in the
creedal formulas of the early Church’, Helmer, ‘Gospel Tradition in the Apocalypse of Peter’, 82. The NT uses
it in Acts 10.42, 2 Tim 4.1 and 1 Pet 4.5.
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[... ] een'dparennoy NcaTe' eyNeX. 1K TK €BOX' €20Y(N) [2]N o MIETOYIHT NCcwy'
€YIHT ATIAMNTE €YG1[N]€ NTACATE €qWANKTOY' APHC €YGNTC ON MMAY €M)ANKTOY
A2HT ACTMOMT €POY' AN NG1 TATIAH NCATE €CBPBP MAYGINE A€ NTOY NOIH
MMAEIBTE aMMT €MAY NYOY Xa€l MIIEYGNTC Tap MPOoOY 4PN ciOM[a] Xekaac
equaeNTC Mooy NTKpicic' (BookThom 143,1-7)

... fiery scourges that cast a shower of sparks into the face of the one who is pursued.
If he flees westward, he finds the fire. If he turns southward, he finds it there as well.
If he turns northward, the threat of seething fire meets him again. Nor does he find the
way to the east so as to flee there and be saved, for he did not find it in the day he was

in the body, so that he might find it in the day of judgement.

And so as soon as the whole creation dissolves, the men that are in the east shall flee
to the west, <and those who are in the west> to the east; those in the south shall flee to
the north, and those who are in the north to the south. And in all places shall the wrath
of a fearful fire overtake them; and an unquenchable flame driving them shall bring
them to the judgement of wrath, to the stream of unquenchable fire that flows,
flaming with fire, and when its waves part themselves one from another, burning,

there shall be a great gnashing of teeth among the children of men. (ApocPet 5.7-9)!74

The extensive fire acts as a barricade in both of these texts, also being linked with judgement.
However, BookThom uses this motif to promote its ascetic ideology: non-ascetic Christians
are pursued by fire as a reflection of their desire for material things. In ApocPet, fire acts to
drive sinners towards judgement.

Torments of hell is another common thread within the theme of eschatology in
BookThom, EpAp and ApocPet. In BookThom, those who love their beastly nature and those
who sneer at the Christian message will be thrown down to the abyss and tormented, not
being able to move, and if they try to flee they will be met with fire (141,33—-35; 142,26—
143,13). Here there is a long list of ‘woe’ proclamations to those who have not understood
the true nature of the material world. In ApocPet, the bulk of the text is a vision of the

punishments of sinners, as described earlier. EpAp does not focus on the fate of sinners so

174 This translation comes from J. K. Elliott, ‘The Apocalypse of Peter’ in The Apocryphal New Testament: A
Collection of Apocryphal Christian Literature in an English Translation (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1993): 593—
612.
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much — we are told that the one who did not keep Jesus’ commandments will remain outside
the kingdom and ‘he will be terribly tortured and lacerated and torn apart with a great
punishment [and he will] be in agony’ (44.4).'” In contrast to ApocPet, there is nothing else
grotesque.

Another text that incorporates torments is ApJohn, which present them as an
alternative to the ascending soul or reincarnation. It is said of the souls that knew the All

(presumably the God above the demiurge), but turned away from it:

NCEAPER EPOOY EMER00Y ETOYNAKOAAZE 2Pl NPHT( OYON NIM NTaAYXE OYa EMETMNA
€TOYa2B CENABACANIZE MMOOY 2N OYKOAACIC N eNe (g 70,16—71,2)
They will be kept for the day on which everyone who has blasphemed the Holy Spirit

will be punished. They will be tortured with eternal punishment.

The inclusion of this sentiment in ApJohn shows that eschatological teaching is not an either/or
of (‘heterodox’) ascending souls or (‘orthodox’) eternal punishment; nor does it reflect a text’s
theology or christology.

The concept of salvation diverges in ApocPet and EpAp, but EpAp’s eschatological
heaven brings together several other dialogue gospels. In ApocPet, the Akhmim fragment
describes a large, light, sunny place. It is a great sensory experience, with a powerful scent of
unfading flowers, spices and fruit plants. The inhabitants are dressed in shining clothes and
walk among angels (15-20). Conversely, the picture of heaven in EpAp is devoid of sensory
experience — it is described in terms of being a place without eating or drinking, sorrow or
singing, earthly clothing or decay (19.13—15). It is described as ‘Rest’ (ananaycic [12.3,
19.14, 26.5]). A similar concept of Rest is in GMary (17,15), EpPetPhil (xuc 137,10),
DialSav (120,5-8) and BookThom (145,8—16).

Certain eschatological themes are common throughout the diverse group of dialogue
gospels. Each is concerned with individual salvation, whether it be Rest, reincarnation or
resurrection. Often a dissolving cosmos is in the background, which may directly affect the
individual or play two separate parts of a larger eschatological scheme. Despite these

divergences, the texts converge in their focus on Christ as the way to salvation.

175 The translation follows the Ethiopic text. The Coptic corresponds but there are lacunae: ce[Na]T2MKO TMaY
KaK INa ag[Na .. 20Y CENAPKOAAZE] NMAY N PNNAG [NKOAACIC 20Y quaJe i€ ga Bacanoc (37.5-8). Schmidt’s
restoration of the Coptic text does not sufficiently take the Ethiopic into account, and so his reconstructions are
often unreliable.
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Conclusion

The 13 dialogue gospels chosen to be part of our genre have as much and as little in common
with each other as they do with other early Christian literature and especially the canonical
gospels. There are many points of divergence within the genre, such as the unremitting
validation of the resurrected Christ (EpAp) contrasted with a complete denial of ongoing life
for any material body (BookThom). Yet, they are all shaped around Christ as revealer, who
reveals the various truths of eschatological salvation to the disciples as he is about to leave
them forever. These themes utilize the dialogue gospel genre, as much as the texts within the
genre focus on the themes. Jesus is revealer; dialogue ensures revelation. The revealer is
about to depart from his disciples and so the disciples need a full understanding of the
salvation they are to proclaim to the world.

In order to discover the most fruitful connections of the dialogue gospels to each other
and to the canonical texts (as is the subject of the next chapter), I have proposed that we
adopt an ‘open’ view of genre. Pigeonholing texts into one category or another hinders
discovering links between texts that might not otherwise be obvious. Texts do not fit into one
box; they can be many things. A single text can be a gospel, a letter, a dialogue and an
apocalypse, and can include monologues, visions, and much more, and a decision on which
possibility to emphasize will reflect the interests of the individual interpreter. Accepting and
appreciating that early Christian texts may participate in more than one genre will lead to a

clearer picture of the world that surrounds them.
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Chapter Two

Why write a Dialogue Gospel? Dialogue Gospels and the New
Testament

For all their diversity, at the heart of each dialogue gospel stands Jesus. Jesus is the revealer
and saviour. All gospels are inspired by this figure, whether they narrate his life, death and
resurrection, recount his sayings, or describe him answering his disciples’ questions. The
same traditions that influenced Matthew, Mark, Luke/Acts, John and even the Pauline
epistles stand behind the dialogue gospels. The themes, thoughts, motifs and linguistic
connections shared between certain dialogue gospels and certain New Testament texts will be
the subject of this chapter.

Why an early Christian might write a dialogue gospel is a difficult question to answer.
Any number of personal, sociological and theological reasons could be proposed. But looking
to the texts that came to be in the New Testament might act as a starting point for seeing how
the dialogue gospels developed. Hartenstein’s view that the dialogue gospels presupposed the
canonical gospels, and were intended as a ‘second teaching’ to supplement or surpass them,
is a helpful starting point.' Issues of dependence are not at stake here,” but rather the question
will be framed around the concerns shared between the canonical texts and dialogue gospels
and how they are answering the same questions similarly or differently. These concerns
might be about Jesus’ departure and its consequences, the physical nature of his resurrection,
or overcoming the powers and principalities that dwell between earth and heaven.
Comparisons between the two groups of texts can be made in general or specific ways, and
both similarities and differences may be highlighted so as to establish connections between
dialogue gospels and canonical texts. Such comparisons may also result in new exegetical

insights into the individual texts.

"'t is not correct to presume that all of the dialogue gospels knew one or four canonical gospels, or any of
Paul’s letters, or other canonical writings. For questions regarding sources, each dialogue gospel would have to
be taken on its own terms and analyzed in relation to the New Testament texts. However, it may be assumed
that dialogue gospels are later than the canonical gospels and Pauline epistles and show evidence of sharing the
traditions within them.

2 For studies with this aim, see e.g. Christopher M. Tuckett, Nag Hammadi and The Gospel Tradition: Synoptic
Tradition in the Nag Hammadi Library (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1986); Lorne R. Zelyck, John among the Other
Gospels: The Reception of the Fourth Gospel in the Extra-Canonical Gospels, WUNT II 347 (Tiibingen: Mohr
Siebeck, 2013).
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2.1. The Johannine Farewell Discourse (John 13.31-17.1)

As was shown in the previous chapter, the Johannine FD resembles other dialogue gospels so
much so that it was included in our genre. To exclude it on the basis that it is also part of a
bios gospel would be detrimental to the ‘open’ view of genre desirable for comparative
analysis. Yet, it may also be considered a precursor to other texts in question-and-answer
format that are similarly concerned with Jesus’ departure and how to act in his absence.

The intertextual links between John FD and other dialogue gospels are not just
thematic but include verbal overlaps. The peace-saying of John 14.27 (eiprivnv d@inut Ouiv,
gipnvnv v éunv didwut Huiv) occurs in several farewell scenes stretching across canonical
and non-canonical gospels, including Luke (24.36), John (20.19, 21, 26), SophJesChr (g
79,10-12) and GMary (8,14—15). In spite of the divergent temporal setting, the pre-
crucifixion farewell in John 14 and post-resurrection greeting in the other examples serve the
same purpose. Zelyck, while focusing on the differences, concedes that ‘the context of John
14:27 may not be entirely different from the Soph. Jes. Chr., since the Farewell Discourses
(John 14:1-17:26) mark Jesus’ departure from the disciples by his death, as well as his
departure to the Father by ascension’.®> And so, instead of focusing on the differences
between John FD and the post-resurrection accounts as Zelyck does, the peace saying might
be better used to highlight their similarity. In all of these settings, Jesus pronounces peace to
his disciples in the setting of departure.

Perkins sees particularly close parallels between John FD and ApJas, arguing that
Aplas is ‘very much dependent upon the Johannine farewell discourses to answer orthodox
objections [to its theology]’.* ApJas does appear to counter another Christian narrative (it
essentially condemns the apostolic generation [15,34—16,1]), but Perkins’ claim that the
author ‘creates a gnostic farewell discourse’ is not so helpful. Earlier scholarship did not
regard ApJas as ‘gnostic’, in view of its christological narrative, disdain for prophecy (6,21—

31) and enthusiasm for martyrdom (4,23-6,18)° — and that was at a time when ‘gnosticism’

3 Zelyck, John among the Other Gospels, 146.

4 Perkins, The Gnostic Dialogue, 151. She sees similarities too with 1ApocJas, in that 1 ApocJas describes Jesus’
relationship with the highest God, his mission in making God known and his ascent and return. In both texts
Jesus warns the disciples that they will suffer and speaks of a Paraclete figure (which is James himself in
1ApocJas), Perkins, The Gnostic Dialogue, 143.

3 Perkins, ‘Johannine Traditions in Ap. Jas.’, 408.

6 See W. C. van Unnik, ‘The Origin of the Recently Discovered “Apocryphon Jacobi”, VC 10, no. 3 (1956):
149-56. He argues that ApJas originates from a small village church in Egypt that has not been affected by
‘gnosticism’.

61



still seemed an unproblematic category. It is better to understand it, as Brakke does, not as
‘gnostic’, Valentinian or as belonging to the Thomasine Syrian tradition (the categories into
which much of the NHC has been split) but as an example of ‘unclassified Christian
apocrypha’ with links to the hermeneutics and soteriology of Clement and Origen.’

At the beginning of the conversation between the risen Jesus and the Twelve in

ApJas, we find clear analogies to John FD:®

ApJas John

T2XEN NEY X€ AKBIK AKOYAEIE apaN (2,22) Aéyer adtd Xiuwv [Tétpog kipe, mod LA YELCS;
We said to him, ‘Have you gone and departed from (13.36)
us?’ Simon Peter said to him, ‘Lord, where are you

going?’

VOV &€ OTIAYW TIPOG TOV TEUWYOVTA UE, KOl OVSELG &
bU@V €pmTd pe* mod vrdyeig; (16.5)
But now I am going to him who sent me; yet none of

you asks me, ‘Where are you going?’

HC A€ MAXEY XE€ MIE" aAAA TNABDK AMTOMOC tekvia, 11 uikpov ued’ dudv giur (13.33)

NTa2iel MMeY (2,23-24) Little children, I am with you only a little longer.
Jesus said, ‘No, but I will go to the place from which
I came.’ TopeVvoLOL TTPOG TOV Totépa (14.28)

I am going to the Father.

£ENABoV Tapa. ToD TOTPOG Kol EANALOA €ig TOV
KOGHOV" TTAALY AQINUL TOV KOGHOV Kol TTOPEVOLLOL
TPOG TOV Tatépa. (16.28)

I came from the Father and have come into the

world; again, I am leaving the world and am going to

the Father.
MTE TETNOYW®ME' €61 NMMHET aMHTN (2,25-26) 6mov OTTAyw oL dVvacai pot vOv dkoAovbTicar,
If you wish to come with me, come. axolovdncelg 8¢ otepov (13.36)

Where I am going, you cannot follow me now; but

you will follow afterward.

" David Brakke, ‘Parables and Plain Speech in the Fourth Gospel and the Apocryphon of James’, JECS 7, no. 2
(1999): 203.
8 For an extensive chart of these parallels, see Perkins, ‘Johannine Traditions in Ap. Jas.’, 408—10.
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€V 11 oikig 10D T TPAS oL povail ToAAAL eicty” €l OE
ur, oV av buiv T TopeVoIOL ETOLAGAL TOTOV
OUTV; Kol €0V TOPeLB@® Kal ETOWAG® TOTOV LUV,
TAALY £pyopon Kol TopoAuyouat OGS TPOg
guantdv, tvo 8mov eipl £yd kol vueic fte. kKol dmov
[Eyd] Odyw oidate Thv 086v. (14.2—4)

In my Father’s house, there are many dwelling
places. If it were not so, would I have told you that I
go to prepare a place for you? And if I go and
prepare a place for you, I will come again and will
take you to myself, so that where I am, there you

may be also. And you know the way where I am

going.

A20YDMWB THPOY MAXEY X€ MIE KP KEXEYE NEN
TNNHOY (2,26-28)
They all answered and said: ‘If you command us, we

come’.

Aéyer abtd o ITétpog kipie, S1a Ti oV dHvauai oot
axkolovBicot GpTL, TV Yuxfiv Hov HITEP 6od Bfow.
(13.37)

Peter said to him, ‘Lord, why can I not follow you

now? I will lay down my life for you.’

maxeq X[€] aMHN TX0Y MMAC NHTN X[€] MH AaaYe
ANHQE NABMDK 220Y[N] aTMNTPPO MNMIHYE™ €€1)an[P]
Kexevel neq (2,28-33)

He said ‘Truly I say to you, no one will ever come

into the kingdom of heaven if I command him —

AANA ABAA X€ TETNMH NTOTN' (2,33-34)

but because you yourselves are full.

Aéyer avtd [0] Inoodg &ym gipt | 680G kai 1
aAndeio kai 1 o1 ovdeig EpyeTtal mPOG TOV TATEPOL
€l un 81° £uod. (14.6)

Jesus said to him, ‘I am the way, and the truth, and
the life. No one comes to the Father except through

B

me.

aiteite kai Afuyeohe, tvo i xapd VUMV 7
nenAnpouévn. (16.24)
Ask and you will receive, so that your joy may be

fulfilled.

VOV 8& TPOG 6€ Epyopal Kol TadTo AOA® &V TM
KOou va EX®oly TNV Xopoav TV EUnv
nenAnpwuévny v éavtoic. (17.13)

But now I am coming to you, and I speak these
things in the world so that they may have my joy

fulfilled in themselves.

Cf. 671 £k 100 TANPOUATOG ATOD NUETS TTAVTES

£€\dBopev kai xapiv avti ydpitog (1.16)
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From his fullness we have all received, grace upon

grace.

A major shared theme between John FD and ApJas is the disciples’ concern about how to
follow Jesus after his final departure. Jesus tells them that he is going home to his Father
(John 16.28 corresponds perfectly to ApJas 2,23-25) and that the disciples can accompany
him — but conditionally. The Johannine disciples can follow Jesus into the kingdom (or to the
Father) when they understand that he is the way (14.6) and that they are connected to the
Father through Jesus (14.20). In ApJas, Jesus tells the Twelve that they can only enter the
‘kingdom of heaven’ if they are ‘full’ (Mug). Perkins conceives this parallel as a difference:
“The issue in the dialogue contrasts entering the kingdom at Jesus’ command (impossible) or
by “becoming full” (a gnostic)’.” However, becoming ‘full” in ApJas probably equates to the
need for comprehension in John FD. ‘Fullness’ is not exclusively a ‘gnostic’ term: In John, it
is from Jesus’ fullness (mApmua) that humanity has received grace (1.16), and joy can be
fulfilled (memAnpwrar), as John the Baptist discovers when he hears the voice of the
bridegroom (3.29). In the FD, Jesus promises the disciples a day when their joy will be
fulfilled (remAnpwuévn) in their asking and receiving (16.24). That day is the day when Jesus
no longer speaks in parables (16.25, cf. 17.13) — and thus the disciples will be filled with joy
the day they come to understanding.'® Therefore, instead of the Johannine/gnostic contrast
that Perkins imagines, understanding that Jesus is the way to the Father in John is closely
related to being filled in ApJas.' This is demonstrated through the narrative: in ApJas Jesus
takes James and Peter away to ‘fill them’, but what ensues is a revelatory dialogue from
which the receptive disciple will gain understanding.'

Throughout the Johannine FD, and in the prayer following, the disciples take on the
characteristics of Jesus. They are sent into the world (17.18) to bear witness (15.27), they
have received ‘the words’ that Jesus received (17.8), as well as the glory (17.22) and love
(17.26), and they are hated by the world (15.18; 17.16). Come the end of the FD, they can
pray directly to the Father (16.23) as Jesus does in chapter 17; and the Father gives
‘everything’ to Jesus (17.7), which now Jesus gives to the disciples (16.23). Because of

Jesus’ departure, the disciples are commissioned to do greater works than Jesus himself

% Perkins, ‘Johannine Traditions in Ap. Jas.’, 407.

10 See Brakke, ‘Parables and Plain Speech’, 196-97.

' This may also be connected with the disciples being ‘perfected’ (teteleimpévor) in unity (17.23).
12 This will be discussed further below. See also Brakke, ‘Parables and Plain Speech'.
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(14.12), leading Woll to envisage the disciples ‘as successor-agents of the works of the Son,
and as bearers of the presence of Father’."?
This role is comparable to the portrayal of the disciples in SophJesChr, in which the

relationship between the Father, the Son and the disciples parallels John:

KOOMG EUE ATTESTEIANG €IG TOV KOOUOV, KAY® GTESTEIAO OTOVG €ig TOV KOouov (John
17.18)

As you have sent me into the world, so I have sent them into the world.

NTWOTN aYTNNOOY THYTN €BOX 2ITOOTY MIIAYHPE NTAYTNNOOYY (SophJesChr g
105,14-17)

You yourselves were sent by the Son who was sent.

Although the relationship of sender and sent corresponds, the contexts are different. In
SophJesChr, the disciples are sent by the son to receive light and escape the realm of
forgetfulness. This should probably be read alongside ‘All who come into the world have
been sent by him, like a drop from the light, to the world of the Pantocrator, to guard it
through him’ (0yoN NIM € TNHY €MTKOCMOC A Y TNNOOYCE €BOX PITM M€l NOE€ NNOYTATAE €BOX
@M TI0YOIN EMTKOCMOC MIMMANTOKPATMP €aPER €P0Y €BOX 21T00TY [pg 103,10-26]).!* The
concepts of mission seem very different in the two texts. Yet the texts converge again as the
disciples ‘who are sent’ bear the divine presence (light) in the world but do not belong to it
(cf. John 17.16)." It seems that the Johannine FD and SophJesChr are grappling with the
same idea but approaching it from different perspectives.

In John, the chain of authority also encompasses the Paraclete — the spirit that the
Johannine Jesus sends to teach and comfort the disciples, who will only arrive after Jesus’

departure. The Paraclete mirrors Jesus — it is sent into the world (17.18) and the world will

13 D. Bruce Woll, ‘The Departure of “The Way””: The First Farewell Discourse in the Gospel of John’, JBL 99,
no. 2 (1980): 234.

14 The version in NHC 3 reads x€ eyepapHe €pooY €BoX iTooTq (that they may be guarded through him [107,4—
5]) instead of eapep €poy €BOX 2iTooTY (to guard it through him). The Brill edition translates ‘by him’ instead of
‘through him’ and considers the BG version to be corrupt, D. M. Parrott, Nag Hammadi Codices III,3—4 and
V.1, with Papyrus Berolinensis 8502,3 and Oxyrhynchus Papyrus 1081: Eugnostos and the Sophia of Jesus
Christ (Leiden and New York: Brill, 1991), 129. But ‘through him’ makes better sense as those entering the
world protect it from the Pantocrator (the Demiurge) through the agency of the highest god. The two recensions
provide different interpretations, with the disciples in BG having an active role in guarding the world.

1 For this and further parallels to the Johannine concept of sending in ApJohn, ApJas, and other texts, see Johan
Ferreira, Johannine Ecclesiology, LNTS 160 (Sheffield: T&T Clark, 1998), 166—200, esp. 183—90.
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not receive it (15.18). Martyn argues these actions also apply to the Christian witness.'® The
disciple as a successor of Jesus in a Paraclete-type role is encountered in dialogue gospels, as
when James is presented as the ‘second teacher’ (nmmep cag) and ‘comfort’ (concix) (1Apoclas
cr 17,13-15) and Mary stands in for Jesus in GMary."” Yet the best example of a disciple
becoming Jesus’ successor is the question and answer from the disciples to Jesus in GThom

12:

MEX.E MMAOHTHC NIC X.€ TNCOOYN X€ KNaABMK' NTOOTN NIM' 1€ ETNAPNOG €2Pal €X(DN
TIEXE IC NaY X€ MMM NTATETNEl MMaY €TETNABMK' 2 1aKWBOC TTAIKAIOC TIAE1 NTa
TTIE MN TIKa2 )DIE €TBHTY

The disciples said to Jesus, ‘We know that you will depart from us. Who will be
leader over us?’ Jesus said to them, ‘Wherever you have come, you shall go to James

the Just, for whose sake heaven and earth came into being’.

In 1ApocJas and GMary, succession is implied, but in GThom 12, the concern is explicit and
Jesus unequivocally names his replacement as leader. Nowhere in the dialogue gospels does
Jesus promise a Johannine-style Paraclete sent from the Father — the disciples must take on

this role themselves, becoming Jesus’ successors on earth as he abides in heaven.!8

2.2. Canonical Resurrection Appearances

The four canonical gospels each end with a risen Jesus coming to speak with his disciples,
Acts opens with the risen Jesus teaching them about the kingdom of God over the course of
forty days (Acts 1.3), and Paul writes of multiple but limited appearances of the risen Lord (1
Cor 15.5-8). This section will select a theme in each of these texts and examine its treatment
in the dialogue gospels. A number of other themes might have been selected, such as the

nature of ®@Bn in 1 Cor 15.5-8, the journey narrative in Mark LE and Luke 24, or the role of

16 3. Louis Martyn, History and Theology in the Fourth Gospel, 3rd ed., New Testament Library (Louisville, KY
and London: Westminster John Knox Press, 2003), 141—42.

'7 The Father-Jesus-disciples hierarchy is also explicit in 1 ApocJas. See Edwards, ‘The Rhetoric of Authority’,
65—79. Edwards writes: ‘While Jesus is a reflection of the “One Who Is”, somehow the same and also second,
the same dynamic exists between Jesus and James’ (73). He also notes interesting parallels between Jesus’ and
James’ martyrdoms in 1ApocJas, such as James being found not guilty but condemned by a crowd (75). More
will be said on Mary’s Paraclete-type role in GMary in the next chapter.

18 But cf. ApJas 11,1113, ‘Woe to you who lack a Paraclete!” (0Ya€l NHTN M NETMaaT' NNOYTIAPAKAHTOC),
where the Paraclete is probably the ascended Jesus interceding for his disciples (11,4—6; cf. 1 John 2.1).
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the Johannine beloved disciple. The selected themes cannot be confined to individual texts;
for example the ambiguous treatment of Jesus’ physicality in John 20 is comparable to Luke

24.

2.2.1. 1 Corinthians 15 and the hierarchy of disciples

In the dialogue gospels, Jesus either speaks with a larger group of disciples (the Twelve
[EpPetPhil], the Eleven [EpAp], or the disciples and seven women [SophJesChr]); or a
smaller group (DialSav); or a single disciple is the privileged recipient of Jesus’ revelation.
This presents a hierarchy among the disciples, which relates to the issue of who will be Jesus’
successor, discussed above. Top of the hierarchy might be James (1 ApocJas, ApJas), Mary
(GMary) or Thomas (BookThom)." This is predicated on who is the recipient of the
revelation of the risen Lord.

Paul raises a similar issue as he lists the disciples to whom Jesus appeared after his

resurrection. In 1 Cor 15.5-8 Paul divides the appearances of the risen Jesus into six:

1. And that he appeared to Cephas (koi 611 deOn Knod)

2. then to the Twelve (gita Toic hdeKkn)

3. then he appeared to more than five hundred brothers (and sisters) at once, of whom
the majority remain until now, but some have fallen asleep (¢neito (@On Emdvem
TEVTAKOGTOIC ASEAPOIC EPATTOE, £E OV Ol TAE{oveEC pévovoty Em¢ EpTL, TIVEG 88
gxownonoov)

4. then he appeared to James (¢nerta d@ON TakdPw)

5. then to all the apostles (gita T0ig GTOGTOLOLG TTAGLV)

6. and last of all, he appeared to me, as to the untimely birth (¢oatov 8¢ mavtwv

MOTEPEL TR EKTPOLATL OPON KANOT)

1 There is a fair amount of scholarship on individual disciples that engages with dialogue gospels. A few
examples include: Bart D. Ehrman, Peter, Paul, and Mary Magdalene: The Followers of Jesus in History and
Legend (New York: Oxford University Press, 2006); Ismo Dunderberg, The Beloved Disciple in Conflict?
Revisiting the Gospels of John and Thomas (New York: Oxford University Press, 2006); Ann Graham Brock,
Mary Magdalene, The First Apostle: The Struggle for Authority (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press,
2003).
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Although chronology is an issue, Paul’s formula places Peter and James in dominant
positions, using parallelism in the pairings of ‘Cephas — the Twelve’ and of ‘James — all the
apostles’ within the format of the gito — éneita — Emerta — ito construction. So, although
Jesus appears to the Twelve before James, Paul’s syntax places James’ authority above that
of the Twelve.

The dialogue gospels are not so concerned with who Jesus appears to first. Yet there
are clearly dominant and privileged disciples. In BookThom, Jesus speaks to Judas Thomas
alone, addressing him as ‘my twin and true friend’ (riacoelq)’ ayw ra@spanme [138,7-8]).%°
ApJohn sees John as the chosen disciple and GMary chooses Mary. 1ApocJas describes
James as a teacher with his own disciples. EpPetPhil, ApocPet and EpAp see the Twelve (or
Eleven) as an apostolic union, but EpPetPhil and ApocPet have Peter leading. EpAp begins
with ‘John and Thomas and Peter... to the churches’ (2.1-3), suggesting John and Thomas
have a greater role than Peter.”' GJudas and ApJas, on the other hand, propose that there is a
problem with the apostolic generation. In GJudas, Jesus laughs at the stupidity of the Twelve,
and in AplJas, the apostles’ salvation is dependent on the generation to come. DialSav has
Jesus teaching Matthew, Judas and Mary, and SophJesChr may be the most inclusive of the
texts as Jesus appears there to the Twelve and seven women and does not separate any from
the rest of the group. Of all the texts discussed, Paul is only included in EpAp, in which Jesus
comes to him in a separate appearance: ‘... and he will hear my voice from heaven with
astonishment, fear and trembling’ (31.1).

Harnack argued that the lists in 1 Cor 15 came into being from a rivalry between the
Peter-party and the James-party in the early Church,” and, in view of the dialogue gospels,
there may be some truth in this claim. Peter is a contested figure in the dialogue gospels — he
is likened to an ‘adversary’ (anTikemmenoc [18,10]) in GMary and so paralleled to the cosmic

powers named Desire, Ignorance and Wrath (16,5-13). In EpPetPhil, he is the leader of the

20 Schenke equates this to the beloved disciple in John: ‘One is thus justified in supposing a Greek original with
this meaning “you are ... my true friend” behind the Coptic. Transposed into a form parallel with that of the
Gospel of John, this would read “you are the one I truly love,” or, in the third person singular, “he is the one
whom Jesus truly loved””’, Hans-Martin Schenke, ‘Function and Background of the Beloved Disciple’, in Der
Same Seths: Hans-Martin Schenkes Kleine Schriften zu Gnosis, Koptologie und Neuem Testament, ed. Gesine
Schenke Robinson, Gesa Schenke, and Uwe-Karsten Plisch (Leiden and Boston: Brill, 2012), 611.

21 See Francis Watson, ‘A Gospel of the Eleven: The Epistula Apostolorum and the Johannine Tradition’, in
Connecting Gospels: Beyond the Canonical/Non-Canonical Divide, ed. Francis Watson and Sarah Parkhouse
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, forthcoming).

22 See Reginald H. Fuller, The Formation of the Resurrection Narratives (Philadelphia, PA: Fortress Press,
1980), 28, citing Adolf Harnack, ‘Die Verklarungsgeschichte Jesu, der Bericht des Paulus (I Kor. 15, 3ff) und
die beiden Christusvisionen des Petrus’, Sitzungsberichte der Koniglich Preussischen Akademie der
Wissenschaften zu Berlin, 1922, 62—80.
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apostles, writing to Philip to bring him back into the group. Philip willingly goes as
requested: ‘Philip ultimately is submissive to the will of the apostle Peter... Hence in the Ep.
Pet. Phil., as in Acts, the day belongs to Peter. His is the preeminent authority, and the letter
and tractate champion his cause’.” Also, in EpPetPhil, Peter is the first to receive the Holy
Spirit and communicate the Christian message.

In 1ApocJas, there is a stark contrast between James’ role and that of the Twelve.
James is instructed to ‘hide (Jesus’ revelation) [wi]thin you and be silent’ (ekepwn <timooy>
eP[al N]eHTK exeqyrie A€ eKK® NPWK [ngc 36,13—14]). The revelation will only be made

public several generations later (xyc 37,20—23). Perkins sees 1 Apoclas as

the most explicit acknowledgement of the non-apostolic character of Gnostic
traditions of cosmology, Christology and the ascent of the soul... It was carefully
hidden from them [the Twelve], only to be delivered to the Gnostics, who would

appear in a later generation.**

EpPetPhil and 1ApocJas are striking in how much they emphasize the authority of their
protagonists. In both texts, Peter and James are said to have their own ‘disciples’
(nequaenThc [EpPetPhil yyc 139,10; 1Apoclas cr 17,11]).2

AplJas, conversely, prioritizes James and Peter, suggesting that the early Christian
split is not quite as stark as a Peter-party and a James-party. However, they are not equals.
Peter shows his ignorance in his questions, and James refers to a secret book that contained
teachings that the Saviour had revealed to James alone (1,28—35) but states that this one,
Aplas, has been revealed to himself and to Peter. But this text too contains teachings that ‘the
Saviour did not wish to tell all of us, his twelve disciples’ (eTe'Mnencwp oywa) [a]xo004
APaN THPN MYMNTCNAaYC MMaeHTHC [1,22-25]). The other disciples are presented as flawed —
they write books about the Saviour without being filled (2,8—15, 33—-39), and they become

jealous of the coming blessed generation (16,2—5).%

2 Meyer, The Letter of Peter to Philip, 96.

24 Perkins, The Gnostic Dialogue, 144.

% According to Meyer, it is ambiguous in EpPetPhil whether ‘his disciples’ refers to Peter speaking to his
disciples or Peter speaking to Jesus’ disciples, see Meyer, The Letter of Peter to Philip, 150. The former seems
more likely. There is a lacuna in the CT version.

%6 For this and also the potentiality of the Twelve writing their gospels before receiving gnosis, see Perkins,
‘Johannine Traditions in Ap. Jas.’, 404, 406. On the books, see Brakke, ‘Parables and Plain Speech in the Fourth
Gospel and the Apocryphon of James’.
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AplJas disparages the apostles and the apostolic age, in which it includes James and
Peter alongside the other flawed apostles. This becomes clear on the final pages. James and
Peter ascend through the heavens, but cannot reach the highest one: “We were not permitted
to see or hear anything, for the other disciples called us’ (MTIOYKaaN" aANEY' OYTE ACOTM
ANAYE" ATIKEWMWXT AP MMAOHTHC MOYTE apan [15,26—-29]). It seems then that James and
Peter are constrained by the other disciples; their calling them acts as a reminder that they
belong within the limits of the apostolic age. The letter continually looks back and forward;
back to the error and ignorance of the apostolic generation and forward to a new generation
of children who will secure the salvation of humankind. Jesus pronounces woe on those who
have seen the Son of Man, but blessings for those who have not (3,11-23), and points to the

future generation:

2MMAKAPIOC N)AMNT Neart Ne[[e1]] neel NT[agoy] Tame ae1) MMaY 2ITN nn[pe]
EMIMATOYMWIE XeKkace ep[e]oyMepoc @mrie NHTN NMmey (14,41-15,5).
Three times blessed are they who [were] proclaimed by the So[n] before they came to

be, that you might have a portion among them.

And James writes,

AYGMAIT NEN 2B NPNWMHHPE EYNNHY MNNCIDN €a4p KEXeYE [NeN] a[ TplenmepiTOy
ewc enao[yx]e[el] eTBe neTMMEeY (15,38—16,2)
He revealed to us children who are to come after us, bidding [us] love them, as we

would be [saved] because of them.?”’

James then prays that he might obtain a portion among these children (16,9—11) and refers to
a faith that will be greater than his. In the text James (and Peter) are not the targets of
polemic, but they are certainly understood as belonging to an apostolic age that is inferior to

the future generation.

27 The Brill translation reads: ‘[he] revealed to us children who are to come after us, after bidding [us] love
them, as we would be [saved] for their sakes’, Francis E. Williams, ‘The Apocryphon of James - 1,2: 1.1 -
16:30°, in Nag Hammadi Codex I (The Jung Codex), ed. Harold W. Attridge, NHMS 22 (Leiden: Brill, 1985),
53. This translation implies that James and the apostles will be saved in order to help the children, rather than
being saved because of their superiority. My translation is similar to Rouleau’s, Louise Roy and Donald
Rouleau, L’Epitre apocryphe de Jacques (NH I,2) suivi de I’Acte de Pierre (BG 4), BCNH:T 18 (Québec: Les
Presses de 1’Université Laval, 1987), 90-91.
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Another answer to the question of which disciples Jesus addresses, and one that is
omitted by Paul and the texts prioritizing Peter, James or Thomas, is to include women.
GMary, SophJesChr, DialSav and EpAp all do so, but in varying ways.?® GMary presents
Mary as lead disciple and privy to previously-unknown eschatological teachings, SophJesChr
includes seven women on the mountain with the Twelve, DialSav involves Mary in the
dialogue and EpAp has Jesus appearing first to Mary, Martha and Mary Magdalene (or Sarah,
Martha and Mary Magdalene in the Ge‘ez version).?° The inclusion of female disciples in a
post-resurrection context contrasts with the account in 1 Corinthians, but comes closer to the
canonical gospels. The convergence and contrasts between the characters in the dialogue

gospels demonstrate how the role of disciples were in flux in the early centuries.

2.2.2. Matthew 28 and the Mission Charge

At the end of Matthew, the risen Jesus commissions the Eleven to make disciples of all

nations:

nopeLdEvVTEG 0DV padntevoate mavTa To £0vn, Bantilovieg avTovg £ic TO dvopo Tod
o TPOG Kol oD viod Kal Tod Ayiov TVeELUOTOS, S1006KOVTES ADTOVS TNPETV TTAVTA
600 EveTEIAAUNY DUTV: Kol 1600 £ym ped' VU@V i TTACAG TAC NUEPOS EMOG TG
ouvvteleiag Tod aidvogs. (28.19-20)

Therefore, go and make disciples of all nations, baptizing them in the name of the
Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit, and teaching them to obey everything I

have commanded you. And behold I am with you always, to the very end of the age.

Hartenstein sees Matt 28.16—20 as the most influential of the canonical gospel passages on
the dialogue gospels.* In Matthew, Jesus’ resurrection is accepted without question, unlike
Luke or John. Instead of confirming his resurrection, Matthew simply allows Jesus to give his
instructions to the disciples — a starting point for many dialogue gospels. Furthermore, the

appearance in Matthew is the ‘himmlischste’ of all the canonical resurrection accounts, with

28 Petersen focuses on the presentation of the women in these texts, Petersen, Zerstort die Werke der
Weiblichkeit!

% The Coptic actually reads ‘Mary of Martha (Mapia TaMapea) and Mary Magdalene’ (9.2) but presumably this
is a mistake, as is the preceding reference to ‘a th[ird w]oman’ (eymag[eamTe Ncleme); Ge‘ez: ‘three women’.
30 Hartenstein, Die zweite Lehre, 292.
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the mountain setting and no description of Jesus’ appearance.®' The mission charge in
Matthew marks a transition point from the teaching of Jesus to the activity of the disciples,
which has inspired GMary, EpAp, ApocPet and SophJesChr.*

Hartenstein argues that SophJesChr is an extension or alternative to the Matthean
commission scene. SophJesChr begins by stating that Jesus rose from the dead and appeared
to his twelve disciples and seven women on a mountain in Galilee (g 77,8—78,15), which is
the same setting as Matt 28.16—-20. Hartenstein also suggests that the perplexity of the
disciples before Jesus in SophJesChr (gg 78,2) may parallel the doubt of Matt 28.17.
Furthermore, at the end of SophJesChr, Jesus declares that he has given the disciples
authority over all things (gg 126,12—14), which may be a continuation of Matt 28.18, and the
invitation to awaken his people (s 126,11—12) reinterprets the commission of Matt 28.19.%
Helmer sees parallels between Matt 28.16—-20 and the beginning of ApocPet, as it is set on a
mountain, where the disciples approach and worship Jesus, and are told to increase the
number of believers (1.2-3).*

The command to preach is prevalent in dialogue gospels, either explicitly or
implicitly. From Matt 28.19-20, what the disciples are supposed to do is clear; how they are
supposed to do it is not. In Matthew, there is no evidence that Jesus has provided the
capability, knowledge or means to enact his instruction. While in Luke-Acts and John he
equips them with the Spirit, in Matthew there are just the relatively impractical words: ‘T am
with you always’. In the dialogue gospels, the lack of training and education leads to mission
anxiety. Thomas in BookThom and the Eleven in EpAp worry about not having enough
information — how can they make disciples if they do not fully understand the Christian

message themselves?

TN [AN] MaXEN NEY X € TXAEIC OYANATKH TAP NEN T€ ATNMINE aBaX 21TOOTK
ABAX X€ KOY22CA2NE NEN ATNTAWEAEID) * XEKAAC ANNAMME 2OYOYNE 2N OYWPX.
[a]BaX 21TOOTK 20Y TNRWIIE NPEYTAWEAEID) EJPM)EY 20Y NETNATCEBO aBaAX 2ITOOTNE

CERMTIE EYPIICTEYE aPaK €TBE M€l TAPNMNTK Ngap Necan (EpAp 23.1-3)

3! Hartenstein, Die zweite Lehre, 293-94.

32 Hartenstein, Die zweite Lehre, 297. She writes of SophJesChr, ApocJas and GMary that they are ‘[blesonders
stark matthéisch geprigt’ (292).

3 Hartenstein, Die zweite Lehre, 57-58. On this last point on Matthean call to mission and awakening in
SophJesChr, see also Falkenberg, ‘Matthew 28:16—20 and the Nag Hammadi Library’, 93—104.

3 Helmer, ‘That We May Know and Understand’, 67.
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Again, we said to him, ‘Lord, it is necessary for us to question you, for you command
us to preach; so that we ourselves may know with certainty through you and be useful
preachers, and [that] those who will teach through us may believe in you. That is why

we question you so much!’

TMAXEN A€ NE&Y [X€ MXa]€IC NIM TETNAPMICTEYE NEN H [NIM MET|NACDTME 2PaN
(EpAp 30.1)

We said to him: ‘[Lo]rd, who will believe us, or [who] will listen to us?’

MaX€Y A€ NG1 OMMAC MITXO0€EIC X € €TBE MA€l G€ TCOTMC MMOK XEKAAC EKNAXMD Nal
[tn]etaine MMOK * €POOY * @& OH NTEK * ANJAHMYIC [aY]M 2OTaN * €€1()aN'CIOTM EBOX
21ITOOTK ~ 22 TMPa NNEOHM * TOTE OYN GOM MMOEl EM)aX€ ETBH T[O]Y aYD COYONQ €BOX
Na€l X€ TMHE CMOK? a'a[c] NNagpN Npwme * (BookThom 138,21-27)

Now Thomas said to the Lord, ‘Therefore I beg you to tell me what I ask you before
your ascension, and when I hear from you about the hidden things, then I can speak

about them. And it is obvious to me that the truth is difficult to perform before men’.

AN NIa[X€ €] TKX.M MMOOY NaN ENCIMBE NE MITKOC[MO]C aY® 2NAK )A€l NCAOY
N€ EMAH CECO[0Y]NE MMOOY AN Na®) 6€ NPHTE ENNAWBMK a[ Ta]weoeiwy MMOOY
€MLAH X € CEM MMON [aN 2]t nkocmoc (BookThom 142,21-26)

But these words that you speak to us are ridiculous and contemptible to the world
since they are misunderstood. So how can we go and preach them since we are [not]

esteemed [in] the world?

While these two texts otherwise have drastically different priorities — the former focusing on

the fleshly nature of the resurrection and the latter on an ascetic message of contempt for the

flesh — they converge at the point of the disciples’ concern about mission. The Jesus of EpAp

relieves the disciples’ trepidation, assuring them that he will give them his peace and spirit

and that they will prophesy (30.2). In BookThom, Jesus’ responds to Thomas’ concerns by

saying that those who sneer or smirk at the Christian message will go to hell (142,24-37).

A comparable mission anxiety is articulated in GMary and EpPetPhil, where the

anxiety stems from fear of persecution rather than fear of ridicule. Jesus has commanded the

disciples to preach, and the disciples appreciate that this might lead to their suffering:
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AYPIME MIIMA EYX.M MMOC X€ NNa@) N2E ENNABMK (Y2 NPEONOC NTNTAWEOEID)
NTEYATTENION NTMNTEPO MITWHPE MITPMIME €MXE METMMAY MIIOYTCO €POY NaQ®) N2€
aNON eyNatco epon (GMary 9,6—12)

They wept much, saying, ‘How shall we go to the nations and preach the gospel of the
kingdom of the Son of Man? If they did not spare him, how will they spare us?’ (9,6—
12).

emxe€ NToY nenxoefic] agxi mkag i€ 20yHp € anon (EpPetPhil ngc 138,15-16)
If he, our Lor[d], suffered, then how much (must) we (suffer)?

In both texts, the concern is voiced as the disciples speak with each other about Jesus’ words
after he has departed. In Jesus’ final instructions, he had told them to preach. Following this,
Jesus reappears to confirm that they must suffer in EpPetPhil, and Mary comforts her
brothers by reminding them that Jesus will protect them in GMary. Their fears must be
allayed as the narratives conclude with the disciples going out to preach.

The support promised to the disciples in their anxiety differs in these two gospels. In
GMary, Mary acts as a comforter to remind them that Jesus will protect them. The disciples
are instructed to find the Son of Man within and put on the Perfect Man (8,18-20; 18,16), and
so being armed with Christ they can preach the gospel. In EpPetPhil, they receive the Holy
Spirit (xuc 140,1-13). In its christological focus and in Mary’s assurance that ‘his grace will
be with you all’ (Teqxapic rap Na@®Ie NMMHTN THP<T>N [9,16—17]), GMary comes close
to the Matthean ‘I am with you always’ (Matt 28.20), but GMary uses the Pauline language
of ‘putting on’ (Rom 13.14; Gal 3.27) and ‘Perfect Man’ (Col 1.28; Eph 4.13) to express this
point. EpPetPhil combines repeated allusions to Matt 28.20 (134,17-18; 138,1-3; 140,22-22)
with unmistakable echoes of Acts 2, as the exalted Lord bestows the Spirit on Peter and the
other disciples to empower them for mission (139,14; 140,5-10).

The Matthean commission is about more than just making disciples, it is about going
to mavta ta £€8vn. EpPetPhil, EpAp, PistSoph, GMary and ApocPet advocate a worldwide
mission. In ApocPet, Peter commands Jesus to ‘send my message into the whole world in
peace’ (14.5). As we have seen, in GMary the disciples worry about preaching to the geenoc.
In PistSoph, Jesus says, ‘when I have gone to the light, preach to the whole world’

(elmaNBWK €MOYOEIN KHPYCCE MItkocMoc THPY [3.102 (256,2—3)]) and the text closes with the
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disciples going out in threes to preach the gospel in the four directions (4.148).% Likewise,
the disciples of EpAp are commissioned to preach to the East, West, North and South (30.1).
And in EpPetPhil, it is said that the disciples went ‘out in four words’ (egpai emqTooy
nwaxe [140,25]). Meyer questions whether this could be amended to four directions, but also
proposes that we could read in it Irenaeus’ conception of four directions corresponding to
four gospels (Adv. Haer. 3.11.8).%

In these cases, the dialogue gospels go beyond the Matthean narrative by narrating the
disciples’ reactions to the charge and overcoming their anxieties. In none of these cases do
they assume that the Eleven on the mountain in Galilee were thrilled by Jesus’ instruction to
make disciples of all nations. Rather, they appreciate that the disciples might have some

concerns.

2.2.3. Mark LE and the description: ‘In Another Form’

Mark has four different endings in the MS tradition. 16.9-20 (the ‘longer ending’) is not in
the earliest manuscripts and Eusebius’ ad Marinum tells us that the ‘accurate copies’ (ta
axppi TdV avirypdemv) do not include it.>” The ‘accurate’ text concludes at 16.8 with the
women fleeing from the tomb, for ‘terror and amazement had seized them and they said
nothing to anyone, for they were afraid’ (glyev yop avtdg TpOHoG Koi EK6TOOLS Kai ovSeVi
o0d&v gimav: poPodvto ydp). The ‘shorter ending’ follows from verse 8, and states that the
women did report what they had been told to Peter and his companions, and that after this
Jesus himself sent out the proclamation of eternal salvation through the disciples. (The fourth
ending, the ‘Freer Logion’, will be briefly discussed in the next section.) The ‘longer ending’
(LE) adds Jesus’ appearances to Mary Magdalene, to two disciples walking in the country,
and to the Eleven. Never in the dialogue gospels do the male or female disciples stay silent
from fear, but numerous connections with Mark LE can be found.

When Jesus appears to the two disciples walking in the country, the post-Markan
author-editor writes that he manifests himself ‘in another form’ (£v £tépa popoti [16.12]).

This idea that the risen Jesus differs from his pre-crucifixion self is reflected in the

% This conclusion is a later addition.

3 Meyer, The Letter of Peter to Philip, 160.

37 See James A. Kelhoffer, ‘The Witness of Eusebius’s ad Marinum and Other Christian Writings to Text-
Critical Debates Concerning the Original Conclusion to Mark’s Gospel’, in his Conceptions of ‘Gospel’ and
Legitimacy in Early Christianity, WUNT 324 (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2014), 121-64.
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resurrection scene of Luke (vanishing from sight) and John (appearing through locked doors);
it is also anticipated in the transfiguration accounts. Matthew has nothing to suggest an
unfamiliar form, unless it is implied by his reference to the disciples’ doubt (Matt 28.17). The
question is whether the deutero-Markan ‘other form’ serves to disguise his true identity, as
the parallel with Luke’s Emmaus road story might suggest (cf. Luke 24.15—16), or whether,
on the contrary, it serves to reveal it — as in the transfiguration story, where Jesus’ trans-
formation (uetepopewbn, Mark 9.2) involves an appearance ‘in another form’ (cf. 16.12) that
makes him recognizable as who he truly is. In spite of the apparent link to Luke’s story of an
unrecognized Jesus accompanying two disciples as they walk into the country, the point in
Mark 16.12 is that he was recognized — it was precisely in that ‘other form’ that he was
‘manifested’ (¢povepdn).3?

It is common for dialogue gospels to begin with an appearance of Jesus in a different
form, and this form is often characterised by its luminosity.** SophJesChr and PistSoph
emphasize light in the appearance of Christ, making him hyper-recognizable as the risen
Saviour. SophJesChr begins: ‘The Saviour appeared to them not in his previous form but in
the invisible spirit, and his likeness resembled a great angel of light’ (2qoywNg €POOY NGl
TICADTHP 2N TEYWOPT MMOPOH 2 aAXA 2Pl &M Ma20PATO MIINA MEYEINE A€ NE TIEINE T1€

NNOYNOG NaTTENOC NTE MOYOE [pg 78,11-79,2]). According to PistSoph,

MIINAY NXTIYITE MIEYPACTE & MITHYE OYMDN AYM AYNAY €I1C €YNHY EMECHT *
€JPOYOEIN EMAMO EMAMO * EMN' M1 €MEYOYOIN €TYWOOTI NPHT( * NEJPOYOEIN Tap
N2OYO €MNAY ENTAYBMK €2pal EMITHYE * 2MCTE NEMNI)GOM NPMNKOCMOC EWAXE
€TIOYOEIN ENJMOOTT MMOY * AYD NEYNEXAKTIN NOYOEIN €BON M€ EMATE EMATE EMNML
ENEYAKTIN * AYD NEPE MEYOYOEIN NEJMHA) 2N M€ MNNEYEPHY * aAAa NEJO' MMINE MINE

nie ... (PistSoph 1.4 [7,6—14])

8 1t is usually assumed that Mark LE is just a summary of canonical appearance stories, including Luke’s
Emmaus road account. Foster writes: ‘The so-called “longer ending” cobbles together a number of post-
resurrection scenes from both canonical and non-canonical sources, including a much abbreviated parallel to
Luke 24:13-35’, Paul Foster, 'Polymorphic Christology: Its Origins and Development in Early Christianity’,
JTS 58, no. 1 (2007): 70.

% See Perkins, The Gnostic Dialogue, 49-52. Fallon sees the light-form epiphany as typical: ‘The epiphany of
the revealer is presented. It is frequently but not always associated with light, involved with a self-predication,
and placed upon a mountain’, Fallon, ‘Gnostic Apocalypses’, 125. As well as SophJesChr and PistSoph,
EpPetPhil has Jesus as a light and voice. Also, although BookThom does not have an appearance narrative, the
resurrected Saviour reveals himself to be ‘the light that is about to withdraw back to the heavenly essence of
light. As the light, he serves to illumine the secrets of darkness’, John D. Turner, The Book of Thomas the
Contender from Codex II of the Cairo Gnostic Library from Nag Hammadi (CG II, 7): The Coptic Text with
Translation, Introduction and Commentary, SBLDS 23 (Missoula, MT: SBL Scholars Press, 1975), 4-5.
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On the ninth hour of the following day the heavens opened, and they saw Jesus
coming down, giving light exceedingly, and there was no measure to the light in
which he was. For he gave more light than in the hour that he went up to heaven, so
that the people of the world were not able to speak of the light which was his, and he
cast forth very many rays of light, and there was no measure to his rays. And his light

was not equal throughout, but it was of different kinds ...

The description continues with different types of light. Chapter seven explains Jesus’ garment
of light — he received it after his crucifixion, and now he has received it, he will reveal the
truth to humanity (1.7 [9,22—10,17]).#° The form of great light is connected both with the
resurrected Christ and his role as revealer. There is likely to be a Johannine element here, as
Jesus is the light in the darkness (John 8.12, 9.5, 12.46), but the form of the risen Christ as
light is also connected to Mark LE as the three appearances of Jesus use the verb gpaivm
(16.9, 12, 14), which has luminosity connotations.

Another striking example of a £étépa. poponi is the polymorphous Christ of ApJohn:

A[Ip 2OTE... AYW EIC2HHTE al|NAY 2Pal oM MOYOEIN [€Y2NOY a4a2€ A€] €PATY Nal
NTapalY €pog 2aq@mIT]e €40 NOE NOYNOG aY® NaYKM[TE MME]YCHMAT €40 NOE
NOY2aA NNaY[0 NPag aN M]TAMTO €BOX aYM NEOYN o[ yel]ne €[qo n]eap MMOpdH opai
oM noyo[em] aym nficMaT] © NaYOYON 21ITN NeYepPHY a[Yw] ne[cMa] T Naqo
nwo[m]T[e] MmopdH (nuc2 2,1-9)

[I was .... afraid and behold, I] saw in the lig[ht a child, and he stoo]d by me. While I
loo[ked at him, he became] like an old man. And he tur[ned] his form, becoming like
a servant. There [was not a plurality] before me and there was a [like]ness [with]
many forms in the light and th[e forms] appeared through each other a[nd] the [for]m

has thr[e]e forms.*!

40 Robinson suggests that the risen Jesus appeared in a luminous form in the earliest resurrection accounts,
James M. Robinson, ‘Jesus from Easter to Valentinus (Or to the Apostles’ Creed)’, JBL 101, no. 1 (1982): esp.
11-14.

*I The BG version is slightly different. It begins with a child (oyaxoy) and the old man (¢x\0) (gg 21,4-5). The
text reads that it had three faces (N@om “T° Npo) [sg 21,13]) but there is no servant as in NHC2.
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Foster argues that polymorphic appearances often occur in post-resurrection contexts as ‘they
were a way of communicating Jesus’ transcendence over the realm of death’.*> However,
different appearances of Jesus are not limited to his resurrected body — as in the
transfiguration scene, where Jesus is manifest in his true glory (Matt 17.1-8 + pars.), and
GJudas. Set before the crucifixion, GJudas tells how ‘a number of times he did not reveal
himself to his disciples, but could be found as a child*? in their midst’ (oyune A€ [n]con’
MAYOYONP( ENEYMAPHTHC dAAA NPPOT Wa{K }<y>p€ epoy N TeymuTe [33,18-21]).
Appearing as a child in GJudas seems to have the opposite purpose to the transfiguration
narratives and to the appearance accounts in SophJesChr and ApJohn: rather than showing
his glory, he is hiding himself. maqoyongq suggests concealment.

The tradition of Christ appearing in a different and often luminous form reflects early
Christian concerns over christology and resurrection. Each time that a text includes a
description of the form of Jesus, it is attempting to answer questions about who Jesus is, and
possibly also about the resurrection of humanity. SophJesChr, PistSoph and ApJohn are
grappling with the same question as Mark 16.12, the question how Jesus appeared after his
resurrection. SophJesChr and PistSoph converge with Mark 16.12 especially if (deutero-
)Mark too implies a luminous or radiant form, as at the transfiguration. However, in these
texts Jesus appears to retain his bodily identity. ApJohn takes a different approach,

completely freeing the risen Jesus from the confines of the (un-morphable) flesh.

42 Foster, ‘Polymorphic Christology’, 67. In ApJohn, however, the reason for the three forms is unclear. Plese
proposes that it was read in various ways: ‘For some, multiformity has more to do with different spiritual
capacities of recipients than with Christ’s real nature. For others, it proved that Christ was, in fact, without any
form and above all determinations. For some, again, polymorphy was the visible expression of Christ’s multiple
potencies, virtues, or perfections (¢mivolan), in contrast with the unity, simplicity, and ineffability of the
transcendent Father. For others, it was the symbol of Christ’s paradoxical status, of his being one with and, at
the same time, different from the other members of the divine triad’, Plese, Poetics of the Gnostic Universe, 32—
33.

** The meaning of WgpoT is unclear. It may be a form of the word ‘child’ in the Bohairic or Old Coptic dialect,
or 20pTq Or popT ‘apparition’ or ‘phantom’. Jenott argues that ‘child’ is the most plausible translation due to
fluctuation between Coptic dialects, and the tradition of Jesus appearing as a child (e.g. ApJohn), Jenott, The
Gospel of Judas, 189-90.
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2.2.4. The Freer Logion

The fourth variation in the MS tradition of the ending of Mark is found in the fourth- or fifth-
century Codex Washingtonianus, which inserts a dialogue known as the ‘Freer Logion’ into

the Longer Ending.*

KAKEIVOL ATeEAOYOLVTE AéYyovTeg BT O aidv o0TOg Thig dvopiog koi Thg dmotiog VO
TOV GOTOVAY EGTLV O UN €OV TA LTTO TOV TV[eL]dTOV dkdbapTa THV AANRBEIY TOD
0[=0]b katardBecHar dVvouly dio ToDTO ATOKAALYOV GOV TNV dlKalocVVNV 1idN
gkeivol Edeyov 1@ X[p1oT]® kal O x[p1oTo]g Ekelvolg mpocEdeyey OTL TEMANPOTOL O
dpog TV £TAV TTic e€ovaiog Tod cotava GALD £yyilel dAAa Stva kol OTEP OV £Y®D
auopTnodviov mtapedddn(v) eig Bavatov tva LooTpéWmaty €ig Th(Vv) dAndelay kal
UNKETL AQULOPTAOMOLY iva TNV €V T o0pavd Ttv[evpat]ikny Kai debaptov TR
Sikaoovnve d6Eav kAnpovouiocmoty.®

And they began defending themselves and said, ‘This lawless and unbelieving age is
under Satan, the one who does not permit the things made unclean by the spirits to
receive powerfully the truth of God. Because of this reveal your righteousness now!’
They kept on saying this to Christ and Christ began to respond to them, ‘The limit of
the years of the authority of Satan is fulfilled, but other fearful things draw near and
for the sake of those who sinned I was handed over to death, in order that they may
return to the truth and no longer sin, in order that they may inherit the spiritual and

imperishable glory of righteousness in heaven.’

This passage is inserted between the references to Jesus rebuking the disciples for their lack of
faith (16.14) and telling them to preach the gospel to all creation (16.15).

The Freer Logion has been included in lists of post-resurrection dialogue gospels in
the NT Apocrypha, as seen in the last chapter. Hartenstein sees it as different from the others,

as ‘nur das Freer-Logion zeigt keinerlei Beziehung zu gnostichen Gedanken’.** Bockmuehl

* Frey thinks that this might have been inserted in the latter half of the second century, as an edifying expansion
of Mark LE, Jorg Frey, ‘Zu Text und Sinn des Freer-Logion’, ZNW 93, no. 1-2 (2002): 13-34.

* Greek and translation (adapted) from Thomas R. Shepherd, ‘Narrative Analysis as a Text Critical Tool: Mark
16 in Codex W as a Test Case’, JSNT 32, no. 1 (2009): 84. Nomina sacra taken from Bruce M. Metzger,
Manuscripts of the Greek Bible: An Introduction to Greek Palaeography (Oxford and New York: Oxford
University Press, 1981), 82.

%6 Hartenstein, ‘Dialogische Evangelien’, 1052.
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notes that it cannot be seen as a dialogue gospel because it never existed independently of
Mark."

The Freer Logion is important in many ways — although it may be the work of a
single scribe,® it tells us that post-resurrection narratives were being edited and expanded;
that early Christians thought it was appropriate for the risen Jesus to engage in dialogue with
his disciples; and that the disciples wanted answers from him. Also, it blurs the divide
between canonical and ‘apocryphal’ resurrection dialogues by showing that the former could

be amended and elaborated.

2.2.5. Luke 24 and the Hidden Sense of Scripture

In Luke, Jesus’ first appearance is to Cleopas and his unnamed companion on the road to
Emmaus. Jesus ‘comes near’ (£yyicag [24.15]) ‘but their eyes were kept from recognizing
him’ (oi 8¢ 6pBoAuol adT@OV £kPoTodVTO TOD Ui EMyv@dVal adTdv [v.16]). After a short
dialogue and recognition through bread-breaking, Jesus then vanishes from their sight: avt0cg
Goavtog £yéveto an’ avt@v (v.31). This suggests that he is not in the same, recognizable,
bodily form that he was before his death.

It is within this Lukan narrative that we find one of the themes of the dialogue
gospels: the revelation of the previously-concealed meaning of scripture, which then becomes
a key for understanding the significance of Jesus himself. In the dialogue between Jesus and
the two travellers (24.14—15, 17-21, 25-27), Jesus reveals the scriptural testimony to the

Messiah’s death and resurrection, which is repeated in his later appearance in Jerusalem:

Kol apEapevog o MmicEmg Kol ATO TAVTOV TOV TTPOPNTMOV SIEPUVEVGEV OOTOTG
£V TTAoa1g TAIG Ypaaic Ta mtepl £ovtod. (24.27)
Then beginning with Moses and all the prophets, he interpreted to them the things

about himself in all the scriptures.

TOTE S1VOLEEV OWTMY TOV VOOV TOD GuviEvol TG Ypopdg (24.45)

Then he opened their mind to understand the scriptures.

47 Bockmuehl, Ancient Apocryphal Gospels, 162—63.

8 Jorg Frey, ‘Das Freer-Logion’, in Antike christliche Apokryphen in deutscher Ubersetzung: Band in zwei
Teilbinden: Evangelien und Verwandtes., ed. Christoph Markschies and Jens Schréter, vol. 2 (Tiibingen: Mohr
Siebeck, 2012), 1060.
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Luke is the only canonical gospel in which the risen Jesus explicitly reveals what has been
concealed from the disciples. Their previous ignorance of the true meaning of scripture is
closely related to their failure to recognize Jesus himself. Indeed, his identity is concealed
from the disciples: 24.16 tells us that their eyes ‘were being held so as not to recognize him’
(ékpatobvTo TOD un Emyvavor adtov). This concealment is also emphasized in Luke’s

version of the second and third passion predictions:

0€00e VUETS £ic T OTA VUMY TOVC AGYOLE TOVTOLS” O YAP LIOC TOD AVOPMOTOL PHEALEL
napadidocOor i YEIpog AvOPDOT®V. 01 8& Nyvéouvy 1O PR TODTO KoL 7V
TOPOKEKAAVUUEVOV AT adT®V Tva pi oicbmvtot adTd, Kol £pofodvTto EpmThicot
avTOV TEPL TOD Prinatog TovTov. (9.44—45)

‘Let these words sink into your ears: The Son of Man is going to be betrayed into
human hands.” But they did not understand this saying; its meaning was concealed
from them, so that they could not perceive it. And they were afraid to ask him about

this saying.

Kol 0070l 00SEV TOVTMV GLVTKAY KOl IV TO PR TODTO KEKPLPUEVOV AT 0DTAV Kol
oK &yivmokov to Asydueva. (18.34)
But they understood nothing about all these things; in fact, what he said was hidden

from them, and they did not grasp what was said.

In Luke, even the most astute disciple could not have understood Jesus’ predictions about his
death and resurrection. In each case, the concealment is an action from God.* Luke’s concept
of ‘once hidden/now revealed’ corresponds to a ministry/post-resurrection chronological
setting. A similar schema occurs in Matthew and Mark, where it is said that the revelation of
Jesus’ identity at the transfiguration is to be kept secret until after the resurrection (Mark 9.9

// Matt 17.9). It is the post-resurrection setting that is the moment for full disclosure.

* Tannehill notes that Luke 24 ‘emphatically repeats themes which have already been expressed in the passion
prophecies of Jesus’, Robert C. Tannehill, The Narrative Unity of Luke-Acts: A Literary Interpretation; Volume
1, The Gospel according to Luke (Philadelphia, PA: Fortress Press, 1986), 277. Also, Joseph A. Fitzmyer, The
Gospel according to Luke X-XXIV, ABC 28A (New York: Doubleday, 1985), 1563.

%0 Luke omits the passage in which the disciples descend from the mountain in Mark 9.9-13.
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This idea is prevalent in dialogue gospels. In EpAp, the disciples explicitly comment

on the fact that hidden things are revealed only after Jesus’ resurrection:

Lord, what great things you have spoken to us and revealed to us, things never yet
spoken, and in everything you have comforted us and been gracious to us! For after

your resurrection you revealed all this to us, so that we might truly be saved. (34.1-2)

In Luke, we are not told what scriptures Jesus explains and what he says. Morris
suggests that ‘Jesus began a systematic Bible study... [Luke] makes it clear that the whole
Old Testament was involved’.”" In reality, this is not remotely clear but the Lukan Jesus
presumably does explain a range of Old Testament passages. ApJohn has the risen Lord
doing exactly that, narrating the risen Christ explaining and interpreting the early history of
humankind as found in Gen 1-7 from the beginning to the flood, as the context for his own
role as Saviour.” In spite of the major ideological differences between Luke and ApJohn,
both writers agree that a correct interpretation of scripture is a prerequisite for understanding
the coming of Jesus.

In ApJohn the links to Genesis are more than just a re-telling of the story: there are
direct links to the text of LXX Genesis. Following Yaldabaoth’s boast that there is no god
beside him, a voice comes from above saying: ‘The Man exists and the Son of Man’ (qaoon

NG MPOME YWD NMAHPE MIpmdME [ 47,14—16]). As King notes,

This statement is almost a direct quotation from the Greek translation of Genesis 1.3,
in which God says (in Hebrew), ““Let there be light” and there was light.” The
Hebrew term for light is translated into Greek as phos, which spells two Greek words
depending upon how they are accented, either p®dg (“light”) or e®g (“human”). Since
most ancient manuscripts are not accented, the Greek could be translated either as
‘Let there be light and there was light’ or ‘Let the human exist and the human exists.’

The Secret Revelation of John exploits this ambiguity in order to make a pun

3! Leon Morris, Luke: An Introduction and Commentary, Tyndale New Testament Commentaries (Grand
Rapids, MI and Cambridge: Eerdmans, 1988), 370. Tannehill, more sensibly, writes that Luke’s ‘sweeping
language seems to point beyond a limited number of scriptural predictions to something that is central to
Scripture as such’, Tannehill, The Gospel according to Luke, 286.

52 Plese concurs: ‘Christ’s hermeneutical strategy, as described in Luke [24.27], is therefore not much different
from the Savior’s exegesis of Genesis [in ApJohn]’, PleSe, Poetics of the Gnostic Universe, 17. On Genesis in
AplJohn, see Gerard P. Luttikhuizen, Gnostic Revisions of Genesis Stories and Early Jesus Traditions, NHMS
58 (Leiden and Boston: Brill, 2006).
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identifying the image of the First Human who appears in the waters below with the

primordial light of Genesis 1.3.%3

As ApJohn retells the Genesis story, Christ explains to John that Moses’ interpretation
was wrong: ‘it is not as Moses said’ (kaTa 6€ NTaM®YCHC aN X00¢ [pg 58,16—17, cf. also
45,8-10; 73,4-5]). As Plese writes, ‘[t]he Savior’s hermeneutical stance is polemical and
revisionary. What he contests is not the facticity of events recorded by Moses, but the
perspective from which they are told — that is, the authority of Moses as a reliable witness
and narrator’.> In spite of this explicit undermining of Moses, however, the Jesus of ApJohn
is still concerned to reveal the true meaning concealed behind the text of Genesis.

Correct interpretation of Moses within a post-resurrection setting also features in
PistSoph, although here the concern is not with prophecy (as in Luke) or the primeval
narrative (as in ApJohn) but with the commandments of the law. These need to be interpreted
correctly, and in light of Jesus’ teachings.>® In the course of a long discourse about fate and

the archons, the Saviour says:

€TBE Tal 6€ OYN alX00C EPMOTN MIMOYOIM) X€ METE NONaKa EIMT’ aN 21 MdaY NCIY
NQer’ NQOoYa2q NCMIi Mal NqMI@a MMOT &N * NTalX.00C OYN MIIEYOEIQ) ETMMAY X€
€TETNEKM NCIMTN NNETNEIOTE NAPXMN * TAPTHYTN NWM)HPE MITMIA)OPTT MMYCTHPION
nwaenee (1.131 [337,18-25])

Now concerning this, I have said to you once: ‘The one who does not leave father and
mother and come and follow me is not worthy of me’. Now I said at that time: “You
should leave your fathers, the archons, so that I make you sons of the First Mystery

for ever’.

Here Jesus cites one of his own sayings, in a form influenced by Gen 2.24: ‘The one who
does not leave (kataleiyel)...” rather than ‘the one who loves (piA@®v) father and mother

more than me...” (Matt 10.37), or ‘the one who does not hate (oV picei) his father and

3 King, The Secret Revelation of John, 98. Greek characters inserted.

>* Plese, Poetics of the Gnostic Universe, 67. Recently, Creech has argued that the challenges to Moses were
inserted later and in reaction to conflict with the ‘orthodox’ church, David Creech, The Use of Scripture in the
Apocryphon of John: A Diachronic Analysis of the Variant Versions, WUNT II 441 (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck,
2017).

%3 PistSoph also makes reference to other Old Testament material, such as several psalms (1.32-2.82) as well as
discussing the afterlife of the prophets and patriarchs (3.135).
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mother...” (Luke 14.26). An apparent contradiction of the law of Moses causes confusion for

Salome, who asks:

A X 0€IC EMXE NENEIOTE NE NAPXMDN €1€ MAC CHE M MNOMOC MMMYCHC X.€ METNAK®
NCWY MIEYEIDT MN TEYMaAY 2N OYMOY MAPEYMOY * €1€ OYKOYN NTa MMNOMOC ()2 X.€
aN gapoq (3.132 [338,2-6])

My Lord, if our fathers are the archons, how is it written in the law of Moses: ‘He
who shall leave his father and his mother shall die the death.” Did the law not

therefore speak of it?

Mary Magdalene asks Jesus if she can respond, and it is she who offers the correct

interpretation of Moses’ commandment:

NTa MNOMOC aN XE€ TMal €TBE TEYYXH OYTE €BTE MCMOMa OYTE €TBE MANTIMIMON MIINS *
X€ Nal Tap THPOY NHPE NE NTE NAPXMN * YD 2ENEBOX NZHTOY NE * aAN& NTa
TINOMOC X € T1al €TBE TGOM NTACEL” €BOX M TICIDTHP Tal ETONPMNOYOEIN MENPOYN
MII00Y * NTa MNOMOC ON X.00C X.€ OYON NIM €TNAGMD MBOX MICMTHP MN
NEYMYCTHPION NEYEIOTE THPOY * OYMONON X€ 2N OYMOY YNaMOY * aAAa 2N OYTaKO
quaTako (3.132 [338,20-339,4])

The law has not said this concerning the soul, nor concerning the body, nor
concerning the spirit counterpart, for all these are sons of the archons and come from
them, but the law has said this concerning the power which came forth from the
Saviour, which is the man of light within us today. The law has thus said: ‘Everyone
who will remain outside the Saviour and his mysteries, all his fathers, not only will he

die the death, but he will be destroyed with destruction’.

The passage from the law that Salome quotes and Mary interprets is based on Exod 21.16
LXX, also cited in Mark and Matthew: ‘For Moses said: “Honour your father and your
mother,” and, “The one who speaks evil of father or mother must surely die”” (Mwiofg yop
ginev, Tipa TOV ToTépa 6oL Kai THY uNTéPa cov, kai, O kakoAoY®V ToTépa fi unTépa
Bovdte tedevtatm [Mark 7.10; cf. Matt 15.4]). True interpretation of scripture — here carried

out by a disciple — is assigned to a post-resurrection setting.
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Although otherwise dissimilar, Luke 24, ApJohn and PistSoph all present the risen
Christ as giving or enabling an interpretation of scripture in the light of his own coming.
Luke sets the precedent here. The three texts employ a two-era schema of concealment and
revelation: before Jesus the true meaning of Moses’ words was hidden, and only after the

resurrection is their true meaning revealed.

2.2.6. Acts 1 and the Ascension

Luke’s ending parallels Acts’ beginning: the risen Christ teaches and ascends. Luke’s
narration of the ascension differs from the disappearance at Emmaus and indicates that his
departure is final. The beginning of Acts tells us that Jesus appeared over a period of forty
days, with convincing proofs and teaching about the Kingdom of God (1.3). The ascension is

again narrated but differently to Luke, with more emphasis on a visible event:

Kol £YEVETO €V T@ EVAOYETV ADTOV OTOVG B1EGTN AT ADTAV KAl AVEPEPETO EIG TOV
ovpavdv (Luke 24.51)

While he was blessing them, he withdrew from them and was carried up into heaven.

Kol TabTa i@V PAETTOVTOV adTAV ENNPON, Kol VEPEAN VTTEAAPEV AVTOV ATO TMV
OPOAALDY ODTMV. KOl MG ATEVICOVTES NGOV EIC TOV OVPAVOV TTOPELOUEVOL AVTOD, KO
1800 GvSpec SY0 mopelGTHKEIGOY AVTOIC &V £601CEST AEVLKOIG, Of Kai elmav, AvSpeg
ToAhaior, ti Eotrikate [En]BAEmOVTES €1 TOV 0VPAVAV; 00TOCS 6 Incolc O
AvoANuebeig @' U@V gig TOV 0VPAVOV 0UTMG EAgVoeTol OV TpdTOV £Bedcache avTOV
TOPELOUEVOV €ig TOV ovpaviv. (Acts 1.9-11)

When he had said this, as they were watching, he was lifted up, and a cloud took him
out of their sight. While he was going and they were gazing up toward heaven,
suddenly two men in white robes stood by them. They said, ‘Men of Galilee, why do
you stand looking up toward heaven? This Jesus, who has been taken up from you

into heaven, will come in the same way as you saw him go into heaven’.

Jesus’ final departure in dialogue gospels is told in different ways. Some are closer to
the vanishing at Emmaus, others are more like the Acts account of a visible ascension.

GMary (9,5) and AplJas (15,6) simply have agswx (he departed). In the case of GMary,
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commentators have wondered whether this terse statement necessarily implies a final
departure,> but the anguish and conflict following Jesus’ departure indicate that this is the
case. In ApJas, ayBwk clearly implies an ascension, as Jesus has previously referred to it
(14,20-21), and James and Peter follow him up through the heavens, where they encounter
apocalyptic images of wars, trumpets and angelic jubilation.

GlJudas uses the same expression, aqswk (44,14), but for a temporary departure. ‘He
departed’ ends the line in the codex, followed by a blank space equivalent to about five
letters, but the next line begins with Judas asking Jesus a question. It is a clear but not a
climactic departure. The ascension in GJudas is also conceived differently, as it occurs before

the crucifixion. The text reads:

T0YASC A€ 29YIaTq E2PAEl AYNAY ETGHITE NOYOIN 2 YD a4qmdK €20YN epoc (57,22—-24)

Judas raised his eyes, he saw the luminous cloud, and he entered it.

A voice comes from the cloud, followed by five lines of lacunae (all we can decipher of the
voice’s message is a possible reference to the great race), and then the words: ‘Then Judas
stopped looking [at J]esus’ (aym aloyaac 2o eqnay [el]uc [58,5—6]). It is unclear who has
ascended. Schenke Robinson argues that the ayw allows Jesus to be the subject of aqqwxk,
and so the scene depicts Jesus’ spiritual self entering the cloud, leaving his body behind to be
crucified.”” Jenott leans more towards Judas entering the cloud, but also disagrees that the text
narrates a final departure of Jesus at all: ‘[I]t may simply indicate the end of the vision’.*®
According to Jenott, the scene is close to Moses’ entering a cloud on Mount Sinai (Exod
24.18-25.1) or to the Lukan transfiguration scene (Luke 9.34—35) due to the revelatory
voice.” Both Judas and Jesus are on earth after the voice speaks. However, as Jesus’
ascension is assumed throughout early Christian literature, GJudas may well also imply
ascension of some kind.

EpPetPhil also has Jesus (in the form of light) ascending, but then reappearing. The

ascension seems to be final:

% Hartenstein notes that it could refer to a mundane departure, a miraculous vanishing or an ascension,
Hartenstein, Die zweite Lehre, 145. Tuckett sees a final parting, Tuckett, Mary, 161.

57 Gesine Schenke Robinson, ‘The Relationship of the Gospel of Judas to the New Testament and to
Sethianism’, Journal of Coptic Studies 10 (2008): 65—68.

38 Jenott, The Gospel of Judas, 17.

% Jenott, The Gospel of Judas, 17.
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[T]oTe aca)mrie NG1 OYEBPHGEC MN OY2POYMIIE €BOX 2N TTIE" AYMD AYTMPIT
MIIET2AYOY NG NaY €BOX MITIMa €TMMaY €2pal eTrie’ (138,3—7)
Then there came lightning and thunder from heaven, and what appeared to them there

was taken up to heaven.

However, ‘what appeared to them there’ refers to the Lord in the form of a voice in a light
rather than a bodily Jesus.®® Furthermore, this ascension imagery does not presuppose finality.
Jesus speaks on two further occasions, firstly just as a voice (138,21) but then in a further
appearance when the disciples have come together again after going out to preach: ‘Jesus
appeared to them’ (aqoywng e€Box N6t 1c [140,16]) with the peace greeting familiar from
bodily appearances elsewhere. EpPetPhil shows that dialogue gospels can have a flexible
understanding of ascension, and so it is quite possible that in GJudas Jesus ascends (in some
sense) even before his crucifixion.

EpAp leaves absolutely no ambiguity in its cinematic narration that makes the
ascension an observable, historical event. The final pages of the text have not survived in the

Coptic MS, but the Ge‘ez reads:

And when he had said this and finished speaking with us, he said to us again, ‘Behold,
on the third day, at the third hour, the one who sent me will come so that I may go
with him.” And as he spoke there was thunder and lightning and an earthquake, and
the heavens were torn asunder, and a bright cloud came and took him. And we heard
the voice of many angels as they rejoiced and blessed and said, ‘Gather us, O priest, to
the light of glory!” And when they drew near to the firmament of heaven, we heard

him saying, ‘Go in peace!’ (51.1-4)

This depiction of Jesus’ ascension mirrors the depiction of the resurrection in the same text in
that they are both very physical understandings of divine events. In EpAp, the more
ambiguously corporeal elements of Jesus’ resurrection in the canonical accountsm such as
appearing in locked rooms are eliminated in favour of the tangible form of a Jesus whose feet
are firmly on the ground. This dramatic depiction of Jesus’ departure with its apocalyptic

imagery is out of keeping with his low-key appearance to the women at the tomb, which

80 Although the language used compares to that of Acts, Meyer rightly notes that ‘[t]he author of Ep. Pet. Phil. is
not fighting the theological battles of Luke, and operates with a different scenario’, Meyer, The Letter of Peter
to Philip, 144.
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simply reads ‘the Lord appeared to them’ (anxaeic oywng [Ne]y aBax [10.1]).%' There are
several shared elements between the ascension narrative of EpAp and Acts 1. Common
imagery includes the cloud as a symbol of both Jesus’ departure (EpAp 51.2) and return
(EpAp 16.3; Acts 1.9—-11). In EpAp the cloud which ‘took him out of their sight’ in Acts 1.9
comes all the way down to earth as the vehicle for Jesus’ upward journey.

Apocalyptic imagery is also found in the ascension account of ApocPet, and there too
the cloud has an active part to play: ‘A large cloud, very white, came over our heads, and it
carried away our Lord, Moses, and Elijah’ (17.2). But ApocPet includes something that
would have been appropriate in EpAp but is not there — the affirmation that the righteous are
fleshly in heaven: ‘We watched, and the heavens were opened. We saw people in the flesh
who came and welcomed our Lord and Moses and Elijah, and they went into the second
heaven’ (17.3). The narrative also refers to fear and trembling in heaven, and then to heaven
being closed (17.5-6). Unlike other departure narratives, however, the scene opens with a
voice from heaven declaring: ‘This is my beloved son, with whom I am pleased. Obey him’
(17.1). Here ApocPet links the voice from the synoptic transfiguration to the post-resurrection

ascension — if the author understood the two events in this differentiated way.®

2.2.7. John 20-21 and the Issue of ‘Physicality’

The risen Jesus in John 20 is both physical and not. He shows the disciples his wounds and
invites Thomas to touch them and even to insert his hand into the laceration (20.27). Yet this
is the same physical person who appears in rooms through locked doors (20.19, 27). Even
more strangely, when he appears to one of his closest followers, she does not recognize him.
(vv.14—15). And in stark contrast to what he offers Thomas, he says to Mary Magdalene, ‘Do
not touch me, for I have not yet ascended to the Father’ (M1 pov dmntov, obmem yap
avoBéBnka pog Tov motépa [v.17]).63 Why Jesus tells Mary not to touch him has caused

endless confusion for John’s readers — Brown refers to at least nine possible interpretations.®*

61 As Hartenstein writes, it would be more appropriate to parallel it with Christ’s descent through the heavens
into Mary’s womb in chap. 13, and with the description of the Parousia in chap. 16, Hartenstein, Die zweite
Lehre, 116—17.

62 Helmer rightly sees this reference to Jesus’ ascension as further confirmation of ApocPet’s post-resurrection
setting, Helmer, ‘Gospel Tradition in the Apocalypse of Peter’, 151.

3 Some MSS add kot mpoocedpapev ayoohor avtov before Jesus’ prohibition, demonstrating the peculiarity of
the original text.

64 Although he notes that some of these arguments are ridiculous: ‘One wonders which is worse: the utterly
banal explanation that Jesus does not want to be touched because his wounds are still sore, or Belser’s fanciful
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Many scholars read dntopat as referring to an emotional holding onto, as in ‘stop clinging to
me’.% But other uses of the word énropon in the canonical gospels do not refer to clinging:
Jesus does not emotionally cling to the slave’s ear to heal it (Luke 22.51).% The use of
Gmtopon tends to refer to a healing touch (e.g. Matt 8.3, 8.15), as shown by the declaration of
the haemorrhaging woman: ‘If I only touch his cloak, I will be made well’ CEdav névov
dyopat Tod ipatiov avtod cwdrcopatl [Matt 9.21]).%” There is little reason to assume John
20.17 uses antopan differently. It therefore seems that Jesus is telling Mary not to touch him,
in contrast to the women touching and holding (xpatéw) Jesus’ feet in Matthew (28.9).58 In
light of John 20, the same ambiguity about the physicality of the risen Jesus might be seen in
John 21. When Jesus appears in the near distance the disciples do not recognize him (21.4),
and only the beloved disciple knows that it is the Lord once he has instructed them how to
catch fish (21.6—7). The beloved disciple may only be able to identify Jesus because he has
special insight. Peter only hears that it is the Lord, he does not see or recognize him (21.7).%°
As the disciples approach him, it is said that ‘none of the disciples dared to ask him, “Who
are you?” because they knew it was the Lord’ (o0deig 8¢ étoApa T@V padntdv £€eTdoon
avtdv, T Tic £1; €iddteg 611 6 KOP1G oty [v.12]). Here, toludm suggests that they wanted
to (but did not dare). There is nothing to indicate that the man who manifests himself in

locked rooms is here straightforwardly recognizable or tangible.

thesis that, having heard of the eucharistic meal on Thursday evening, Mary Magdalene sees Jesus risen and is
holding onto him, pleading that he give her holy communion’, Brown, The Gospel According to John, XIII-
XXI, 992-93.

65 As éimtopon may imply either the physical act of touching or the emotional sense of clinging onto Jesus, the
present imperative form has been taken to imply a sense of ‘stop doing what you are doing’, which suggests ‘a
persistent clinging that fits the emotional character of the encounter’, as in Craig S. Keener, The Gospel of John:
A Commentary, vol. 1 (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Academic, 2003), 1193; Brown, The Gospel According to
John, XIII-XXI, 992. Dodd writes that it ‘might mean “Do not cling to me”, without any necessary implication
that Mary was doing so (since u1} with the present imperative may simply negative the specific meaning of that
tense)’, C. H. Dodd, The Interpretation of the Fourth Gospel (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1955),
443 n.2. Although Ridderbos largely agrees with this, he also notes that ‘[w]e should think of the supernatural
character of Jesus’ coming as the Risen One, as a result of which contact with him was unlike a natural
encounter with the senses’, Herman Ridderbos, The Gospel of John: A Theological Commentary, trans. John
Vriend (Grand Rapids, MI and Cambridge: Eerdmans, 1997), 636.

% But Jesus answered (and) said, “No more of this”. And he touched his ear and healed him’ (dmokpifeic 8¢ 6
‘Incodc einev, 'Béte £mg T00TOL, KO GYAREVOS TOD ATIOL iGGATO ODTOV).

87 There are many uses of dmtopat in the synoptics, for example healing lepers by touch (Matt 8.3) and healing
fever by touching a woman’s hand (Matt 8.15).

68 Schnackenburg, for example, points to the connection with Matthew, Rudolf Schnackenburg, The Gospel
according to John: Vol. 3. Commentary on Chapters 13—21, trans. David Smith and G. A. Kon (Kent: Burns &
Oates, 1988), 318.

5 As Brown writes, ‘[s]eemingly he still could not recognize Jesus visually’, Brown, The Gospel According to
John, XIII-XXI, 1072.
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The uncertainty about Jesus’ physicality in John is much like Luke. Luke presents the
risen Jesus as fleshly and fish-eating, yet vanishing and ascending. Jesus proves to the
disciples that he is not a mveduo (Luke 24.37—43), yet the Jesus of Luke 24 is different to the
Jesus of Luke 1-23: he appears and disappears and reveals hidden truths.” Jesus’ words
‘while I was with you’ (11 v obv Ouiv [24.44]) shows that his presence now is different to
his presence before. The majority of dialogue gospels are not so concerned with the issue of
physicality. As we have seen, ApJohn, SophJesChr and PistSoph depict Jesus in a different
form. Others, such as DialSav, BookThom and the extant GMary, do not explain the form in
which Jesus manifested himself. EpAp, on the other hand, is extremely concerned to show

the physicality of Jesus:

€TBE O TETNPAICTAZE €T1 TETNE NATNALTE ANAK TI€ TIE] €TA2.X.00C NHTNE €TBE
TACAPZ MN MMAMOY MN MATMNE XEKAAC ATETNAMME XE€ ANaK T1€ * IETPE TKE
NNEKTBE ANEIYT NNAGLX, 20Y NTaAK 20YOYK OMMAC TKE NNEKTBE ANCZNAOTXH
NTIACIIP NTAK A€ ANAPEAC MOY? ANAOYPHTE KNO X€ CETMME EN ATKAY (CHR TaP &N
OMPOPHTHC X€ OYDANTACIA NAAIMON Ma[PE]PETY TOYME 21X N MKa2 ANAN A€
a[nsam]oMe apag XaNAMME NaMIE X€ NEA[YTWNE] N CAPZ 20Y ANMARTNE aXN
[m]n[eo enpezoMONOTEl NNNaBE X € aNgwrie N[aTNa]eTe (11.6-12.2)

Why do you still doubt you unbelievers? It is I, this one who told you about my flesh
and my death and my resurrection. So that you will know it is I, Peter thrust your
fingers to the nail (marks) in my hands, and Thomas, thrust your fingers into the spear
[wounds] in my side, and Andrew, look at my feet and see if they do not join to the
ground. For it is written in the prophet that ‘a demonic ghost does not ha[ve] his foot
joined to the ground’. W[e touch]ed him so that we might truly know that h[e had
risen] in the flesh and we bowed [our faces], confess[ing] our sins, for we had been

[without] faith.

70 ¢[TThe Risen One is portrayed on the one hand precisely as if he were still the earthly Jesus: he walks with his

disciples, he accepts an invitation to supper in their home, and he breaks the bread before them as he had done
during his earthly ministry... Yet on the other hand he is a mysterious “divine man,” who appears and
disappears at will’, Fuller, The Formation of the Resurrection Narratives, 106.
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The proof of the risen Jesus’ corporeality comes in two ways: touching his wounds and
seeing that his feet touch the ground.” Having feet on the ground seems to be an alternative
to the Lukan account of confirmation by eating. Luke, John and EpAp all have confirmation
through touch. Yet, whereas Luke and John ‘are emphasizing the corporeal continuity
between the earthly and the risen Jesus’,” EpAp takes their accounts further. The most
prominent difference is that EpAp has a single appearance of the risen Jesus. He ‘appears’
(oyanp) just once. There is no separate appearance to the Eleven — he appears to the women
and goes with them to find the men. He does not materialize in locked rooms. Moreover, any
hint in the canonical gospels that his resurrected form is unrecognizable or different to the
crucified body is resolutely stamped out.

Koester contrasts EpAp’s emphasis on the physical reality of Jesus’ resurrection with
the christophanies of other ‘revelation gospels’.”> However, this dichotomy is unnecessary.
Dialogue gospels are varied and most do not engage with the issue. 1ApocJas, however,

implies a physical body of the risen Jesus:

AJOYON? €POY N61 NX0€[1C] NTOg A€ agka TenpoceyX[H] €BON aqMargq NeHTY a9t
m epwy (nue 31,2-5)
The Lord appeared to him. Then he [James] ceased praying, he embraced him and

kissed him.

The significance of this reception by James is emphasized as Jesus specifically comments on
it, giving it as the reason why James merits his traditional epithet, ‘The Just’ (xuc 32,1-8).
This is in direct contrast with Jesus’ words to Mary Magdalene in John 20.17. 1ApocJas
further affirms the corporeal form of the risen Jesus as he sits on a rock with James (xuc
32,15-16). Physicality is not a major issue in 1ApocJas (the text has little regard for the
body), but these narrative inserts demonstrate that the physicality of the risen Lord is more
affirmed than denied. 1 ApoclJas is like EpAp in that Jesus returns not as a theophany of light

or a polymorphous ghost but as a touchable and huggable human being.

! The prophecy that refers to a demonic ghost is nowhere to be found. A similar phrase does occur in Ignatius’
Epistle to the Smyrnaeans (ovk gyt Sawdviov doduatov [3.2]), which has much in common with this narrative
in EpAp.

2 Raymond E. Brown, The Virginal Conception and Bodily Resurrection of Jesus (New York: Paulist Press,
1973), 89.

3 Helmut Koester, ‘One Jesus and Four Primitive Gospels’, HTR 61, no. 2 (1968): 245.
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2.3. The Pauline Effect

A resurrection-orientated christology and soteriology in an archon-dwelling cosmos is one

way to sum up the impact of Pauline thought in dialogue gospels.

2.3.1. The Risen Lord

A focus on the risen Christ occurs in most though not all of the dialogue gospels, and this
emphatic focus on the risen Christ appears to stem from Paul. As Paul writes, ‘If indeed we
once knew Christ according to the flesh, we know [him] no longer’ (gi koi £yvadkopuev Kata
ocdpko Xp1otdv, AALL VOV o0KETL Yiviokouey [2 Cor 5.16]). For Paul, without Jesus’

resurrection, there is no point in proclaiming his message, and neither is there salvation:

€l 0& Xp1oTog 0K £YNYEPTAL, KEVOV dpa [Kai] TO KNpuymo U@V, KEVN Kal N TioTig
DUAV... €1 8 Xp1oTOG 0OK EyNyepTOL, potaia 1 TioTIg VUGV, £TL E0TE €V TAIG
auoaptioig vudv (1 Cor 15.14, 17)

If Christ has not been raised, then our proclamation is in vain and your faith is in

vain... If Christ has not been raised, your faith is futile and you are still in your sins.”

The Paul-like focus on Jesus’ salvific resurrection is evident in dialogue gospels. In EpAp as
in Paul, Jesus’ resurrection is the precondition for the disciples’: ‘Truly I say to you, as my
Father raised me from the dead, so also you too will be raised and taken above the heavens’
(21.1). The resurrection is followed by ascension, and in PistSoph, GMary and 1ApocJas,
Jesus’ ascension through the heavens paves the way for Christian souls to follow him. In
1Apoclas, James must wait until after Jesus’ resurrection before Jesus will reveal his
salvation (ygc 29,9—13).

The focus on the risen Lord in Paul may account for the lack of attention paid to the

ministry of Jesus in the dialogue gospels. Paul renders it unnecessary for the earthly Jesus to

™1 Cor 15 was referred to by more early Christians than any other section of a Pauline letter, Jennifer R.
Strawbridge, The Pauline Effect: The Use of the Pauline Epistles by Early Christian Writers, SBR 5 (Berlin: De
Gruyter, 2015), 97. As Pagels notes, among its users were ‘Naassene and Valentinian exegetes [who] cite this
passage frequently; Irenaeus says it is the Valentinians who insist on introducing texts from 1 Corinthians 15 to
support their own position against the “orthodox” [Adv. Haer. 5.9.1]; the Gospel of Philip demonstrates such an
exegesis [104,26—105,3]’, Elaine H. Pagels, ““The Mystery of the Resurrection”: A Gnostic Reading of 1
Corinthians 15°, JBL 93, no. 2 (1974): 277 (references added from the footnotes).
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be a focus; he himself has only seen him after his resurrection and yet he can claim the same

status as those who followed him from Galilee.

Ovk gipi £€Ae00epog; oVK ginl AMOGTOAOG; oVY1 Incodv TOvV KUpLov UGV E6paka; ov
TO £pyov Hov VLUEIG éate €V kupim; (1 Cor 9.1)
Am I not free? Am I not an apostle? Have I not seen Jesus our Lord? Are you not my

work in the Lord?

Paul claims that he is in no way to be outranked by the disciples who knew Jesus when he
was on the earth, implicitly devaluing pre-Easter traditions.” A dialogue with the risen
Christ, in which the ministry of the earthly Jesus is relegated to the background and in which

Christ as revealer teaches and appoints apostles, could be regarded as a Pauline gospel.

2.3.2. The Ephesian Cosmos

Many of the dialogue gospels offer salvation from an archon-inhabited cosmos —a worldview
found in Ephesians.” While Ephesians can depict believers as already seated with Christ in
heaven (1.21; 2.6), above the evil cosmic powers, these are still a threat to be combatted
(6.12). Glossed with a phrase from Colossians 1.13, the Ephesian image of the powers is
quoted (from ‘the great apostle’) in HypArch, a Nag Hammadi text close in content to

ApJohn and SophJesChr, but without the character Jesus.”

€TBE OYTIOCTACIC NNEZOYCla &M TIMNa MIIEIMT * NTME A4X.00C NaN NG1 [TNOG
NATIOCTONOC €TBE NEZOYCIA MITKAKE X € MNIM)DXE WOOTT * aN OYBE CaPZ 21 [CNOJg aAxa
€ 0YBE NE€ZOYCla MITKOC[MOC] MN MIINEYMATIKON NTTIONHPIA [2€1]XENE Na€l EKWINE
€TBe oynocTa[cic N]ezoycia (86,20-27)

On account of the reality of the powers, (inspired) by the spirit of the father of truth,
the great apostle — referring to the powers of darkness — told us that our contest is not

against flesh and [blood]; but against the powers of the cosmos and spirits of

75 Cf. Robinson, ‘Jesus from Easter to Valentinus’, 21.

7® For early exegetes, Ephesians was written by Paul, and so we will often refer to Paul as its author. See
Strawbridge, The Pauline Effect, 57-58.

" Hartenstein sees ‘erstaunliche Parallelen in den Gattungsmerkmalen’ and groups HypArch together with
ApJohn and SophJesChr due to their similar cosmology and anthropology, Hartenstein, Die zweite Lehre, 258,
260.
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wickedness. [I have] sent (you) this because you inquire about the real[ity of the]

powers.

A number of dialogue gospels, like the Pauline corpus, understand these evil archons to be
connected to the cosmic entities that separate humanity from God: death, life, angels, rulers,
things present, things to come, powers, height, depth or anything else in creation (Rom 8.38—
39). In Ephesians, Paul is concerned with cosmology — the phrase ‘in the heavens’ (¢v Toig
émovpaviolc) appears five times (1.3, 20; 2.6; 3.10; 6.12) and must refer to the realm beyond

the world where both Jesus and malevolent archons dwell.”

This realm clearly has different
levels as Christ sits ‘above every ruler and power and authority and dominion and every
name being named, not only in this age but in the coming one’ (Vnepdvm maong apyfig Kol
g€ovoiag Kai SLVALEMS Kol KLPLOTNTOG KOl TTOLVTOG OvOuotog dvoualouévou ob Ldvov v T
aidvL ToVTE aAAa kol £v 1@ uéArovtt [Eph 1.20-21]). A similar picture of the cosmos is
accepted in 1ApocJas and GMary, which have Jesus or the disciple travelling through hostile
heavenly spheres to reach ‘Rest’ or salvation. They must defeat these powers or archons (or
‘toll collectors’ in 1 ApocJas) by proclaiming that they originated in the heavens above. EpAp
has Jesus descending through different cosmic levels to reach Mary’s womb (13.1-14.6).
Here the heavenly beings are cast as angels who appear to pose no threat to the descending
Christ.

In Ephesians the ‘plan’ (oikovopia) for bringing harmony to the disunited cosmos is
eschatological — for ‘the fullness of time, to gather up all things in Christ, things in heaven
and things on earth, in him’ (t00 TANPOUOTOS TOV KOPAV, AVAKEPOALI®OSAGOOL TA TEVTO.
&v 1@ Xp1oT@d, T &ML TOIG 0VPAVOTG Ko T &M Tfig YTig &év avtd [1.10]).” A comparable idea
is found in GMary, in which Jesus has come to restore the unstable cosmos to stability,
through dissolution, rendering the harmonization eschatological.’°

The nAfpwuo language in Eph 1.10 connects the completion of time to the fullness of
Christ; cosmology, christology and eschatology are not easily distinguishable in Ephesians.
Paul writes about ‘the fullness of the one filling all in all’ (0 TAYpwpa T0D T@ TAVTO £V

nowv TAnpovpévov [1.23]). The Greek here is tricky, but Paul seems to be making the

8 Contra, Talbert reads it as ‘the realm of transcendence’, Charles H. Talbert, Ephesians and Colossians,
Paideia: Commentaries on the New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Academic, 2007), 44.

” The overriding theme of the letter is God’s plan to bring unity to the cosmos, through Christ, and from this,
‘[o]ne may infer... that the unity and harmony of the cosmos have suffered serious dislocation, on earth and in
the heavenlies’, Talbert, Ephesians and Colossians, 47.

80 This will be explored further in chapter four.
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nAipoua the body/church while o0 ta mavto év macv TAnpovuévov refers to Christ.?! Yet
in Colossians Christ comprises the mAnpwpa: ‘For in him [Christ] the whole fullness of deity
dwells bodily’ (871 &v a0T@® KATOIKET ThV TO TANpOUA THG 0edTNTOg cOUATIKAG [2.9]).82

Later in Ephesians, mAnipopa is used to describe an attainable state of being:

UEXPL KOTAVTHOWUEV Ol TTAVTESG €1¢ TNV £vOTNTO THG TOTEMS KAl TG MY VOCENG
ToD LoD ToD Be0D, €ig Avpa TEAELOV, €1G LETPOV NALKIOG TOD TTANPOUOTOG TOD
Xpiotod (4.13)

until all of us come to the unity of the faith and the knowledge of the Son of God; to a

Perfect Man; to the measure of the maturity with reference to the fullness of Christ.

Ephesians has Jesus as the one filling, and fullness as the pinnacle state. Read alongside Col
2.9, that pinnacle state is becoming Christlike. These concepts connect the deutero-Pauline
concept of ‘fullness’ to certain dialogue gospels. ApJas focuses on the idea of fullness, as
Jesus takes Peter and James aside ‘to fill them’ (magoy [2,35]). It is only by becoming full
that they can enter the kingdom of heaven (2,29-33).% Read alongside John earlier, it was
suggested that ‘fullness’ is associated with understanding. ApJohn uses the pleroma language
differently, as it refers to the entirety of the heavenly, eternal beings. Ephesians likens the
fullness of Christ to becoming a dvdpa téAeiov — an idea we find in GMary, where Levi
exhorts the disciples to put on ‘the Perfect Man’ (npwme ntexioc [18,16]).

Paul also invites the Ephesians to ‘put on the full armour of god’ (¢vévcacbe thv
navomAtoy Tod 0eod [6.11; cf. v.13]) in order to defeat the ‘rulers’ (dpydg), ‘powers’
(¢€ovoiong), ‘world rulers of this darkness’ (koopokpdtopag T00 ckdToLg TovTov) and ‘evil
spiritual beings in the heavens’ (mvevpatika ThHg movnpiog &v T0ig émovpaviows) (6.12). The
armour includes the breastplate of righteousness, the equipment of the gospel, the shield of
faith, the helmet of salvation and the sword of the spirit. In some dialogue gospels, Jesus

equips the disciples with the means to overcome the present or post-mortem challenge of the

81 For this reading, see e.g. John Muddiman, A Commentary on the Epistle to the Ephesians, Black’s New
Testament Commentaries (London and New York: Continuum, 2001), 94—96: 'the Church is the fullness of the
all-filling Christ' (96).

82 ‘In Colossians, the christological referent of the word mAtipoua is beyond question’, Muddiman, Epistle to the
Ephesians, 95.

83 Hedrick sees the concept of fullness as a ‘common gnostic motif> which has been attached to a ‘traditional
saying’ about who can enter the kingdom (cf. Mark 10.15), Charles W. Hedrick, ‘Kingdom Sayings and
Parables of Jesus in the Apocryphon of James: Tradition and Redaction’, NTS 29, no. 1 (1983): 20. On
mAfpopo as a favourite term of ‘gnostics’, see also Meyer, The Letter of Peter to Philip, 129-30.
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powers. However, instead of taking up the military imagery, protection from the archons is to

be found in remembrance and words. Thus, in GMary and 1ApocJas Jesus teaches that the

person must remember to declare to the archons that they are from above (GMary 15,1-17,9;

1Apoclas nyc 33,13—-35,30 = o1 19,24-22,23).

EpPetPhil, on the other hand, is much closer to Ephesians in that it includes military

language as well as christological and cosmological motifs:

H MOC OYNTaN [N1€z0]ycla NTe TriapeHCia”
(134,26-135,1)

Again, how do we have [the] authority of boldness?

This was in accordance with the eternal purpose that
he has carried out in Christ Jesus our Lord, in whom
we have access to God in boldness and access
(Exouev TNV TOPPNGIOY KOL TTPOCAYMYTV) in

confidence through faith in him. (3.11-12)

[\1] eTBe OY tisoM cet nmman (135,2)

[And] why do the authorities fight against us?

AYM AgKMD NPENGOM €2Pal €X MY MN 2ENEZOYCIA
aYD [a]qoXg €2oYN eNIEDN €TMO[O]YT * aym®
AYP2ME NG NIGOM THPOY NTE MKOCMOC X €
ayxnooy * (135,23-28)

And he [the Arrogant One] placed authorities over it
and powers. And he enclose[ed] it in the aeons that
are d[e]ad. And all the powers of the world rejoiced

that he had been begotten.

For our struggle is not against blood and flesh, but
against the rulers (dpydc), against the powers
(¢€ovoiac), against the cosmic rulers
(xoopokpdropac) of this present darkness, against

the spiritual forces of evil in the heavens. (6.12)

following the ruler of the power of the air (tov

Gpyovra tig £€ovaiag Tod aépog) (2.2)

TNOYQ) EEIME € MMMMT NTE NEMN MN
ne[y]mwupwma (134,21-23)
We wish to know the deficiency of the aeons and

[their] fullness.

€TBE TIMAHPMMA A€ ANOK METEAYTNNOOYT €2pai
?M NICMOMa. €TBE TICTIEPMa €TeayRe €BoX (136,16—

18)

But concerning the fullness, I am the one who was
sent down in the body because of the seed, which

had fallen away.

the fullness (mAnpwua) of the one filling all in all
(1.23)

the unity of the faith and the knowledge of the Son
of God; to a Perfect Man (6vdpa téAglov); to the
measure of the maturity with reference to the

fullness (mAnpoduatog) of Christ. (4.13)
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NIAPXMN rap €Yt MN mpmme €T'cagoyn (137,21— I pray that... he may grant that you may be

22) strengthened in your inner man (gig tov €0
For the archons are fighting against the inner man. GvBpwmov) with power through his spirit (3.16)
AYM NTOTN 2WKTHYTN N2pal 2N T60M NTE Put on the whole armour of God (6.11)

ma[ehoT (137,25-28)
And you arm yourselves with the strength of my

[Flather

Both texts have unity as an overarching theme: Ephesians has cosmic unity and church unity,
while EpPetPhil accentuates apostolic unity, with Peter calling Philip to rejoin the apostolic
group. Both texts also see the need to take up the armour of the Father and to strengthen the
inner man to defeat cosmic powers. To get their ideas across, they both employ terms such as
moppnoiov/mapercia and TApouo/mxupmma. The question ‘how do we have [the] authority
of boldness?’ in EpPetPhil is surrounded by questions about cosmology, eschatology and
salvation, and so, although Meyer sees napencia as referring to boldness in preaching,® it
probably has more the sense of boldness needed to overcome the hostile powers. In many
ways, it has a similar meaning to moppnoio in Ephesians, which describes Christians’ access
to God. Thielman sees moppnocio and mpocaywyn being used to describe a close relationship
in which Christians can speak freely with God and with each other,* but Lincoln reads it in
reference to the powers: ‘[T]he access can be seen as no longer impeded by the menace of
hostile principalities and authorities’.*® In EpPetPhil, it appears to employ both senses.

The language of ‘fullness’ arose in our earlier discussion of John FD and ApJas, in
which the disciples must ‘become full’ to enter the kingdom. Here we meet this language
again, now connecting Ephesians and EpPetPhil.*” In EpPetPhil nuc 134,22-23, the fullness
refers to the aeons, but a scribe corrected it from ‘your fullness’ (nekrmupmma) to ‘their
fullness’ (meymupmwma). As Meyer writes, ‘it is easy to see how nekrmupmma could be a
desirable reading, since the Savior identifies himself with the fullness at 136,16. Yet, as the

answer suggests, the restoration of the fullness of others is the purpose of the work of the

8 Meyer, The Letter of Peter to Philip, 114.

8 Frank Thielman, Ephesians, BECNT (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Academic, 2010), 218—19.

8 Andrew T. Lincoln, Ephesians, World Bible Commentary 42 (Waco, TX: Word, 1990), 191.

87 The indirect question ‘we wish to know the deficiency of the aeons and their pleroma’ links to the same
queries in DialSav: “What is the fullness and what is the deficiency?’ (oY ne nemHpOMa aY® OY € TQYDLDT
[139,14-15]).
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Savior’.® Either niek- or ney- would work: ‘[T]he orientation of the question was merely
changed from the Savior to the aeons, or from Christology to soteriology’.* This directly
links ‘fullness’ in EpPetPhil to its use in ApJas and Ephesians: Christ is the one who fills
humanity.”

The battle language in EpPetPhil is strongly reminiscent of Eph 6.10-20.”' Meyer sees
that both texts are concerned with fighting cosmic powers and that therefore ‘their weaponry
ought to be correspondingly spiritual’.”* The ‘power of my father’ in EpPetPhil is comparable
to the ‘whole armour of God’ in Ephesians. For early Christian exegetes, the armour was
conceived in terms of baptism (Ignatius and Origen), wisdom and courage (Clement) or
prayer (Tertullian and Origen).”® In EpPetPhil, the disciples conquer the powers by stripping
off the corruptible (i.e. the body) (137,6-9).”* But they are also to fight the archons by
coming together and teaching the world (137,22-25), tying in with the theme of apostolic
unity and preaching that runs throughout the letter. Once they have stripped off the flesh, they
become ‘illuminators’ (pwcThp [137,8]) — a term that EpPetPhil also applies to Christ
(133,27) and that Paul applied to his addressees in Philippi (tékva 6g0d duomua pécov yevedg
OKOMAG KO SiEaTPOpUEVNG, £V 0i¢ Paivecsds Mg pwathipes £v kéou [Phil 2.15]).° It is
because the disciples have become illuminators that they fight the powers, but the how is
through unity and preaching. They must become Christlike to preach. The same military
language is used in both EpPetPhil and Ephesians to emphasize overcoming cosmic powers
and unity.

We have examined just a small sample of Pauline motifs, ideas and language found in
dialogue gospels. Naturally, there will be similarities and intertextual connections between
such authors as they are all grappling with closely related theological questions. In the end,
their different historical contexts may push them apart, as Paul focuses on the relation of
Gentiles to the Jewish law whereas the majority of dialogue gospels are concerned with

cosmology and eschatology. But the thought-world is, in many respects, similar.

88 Meyer, The Letter of Peter to Philip, 171.

8 Meyer, The Letter of Peter to Philip, 113.

% Meyer also notes the link with Ephesians and Col 1.19, Meyer, The Letter of Peter to Philip, 129.

% This passage was widely received in the ancient Christian world. Strawbridge investigates this and argues that
early Christians discerned their need to defend themselves against spiritual forces most frequently in contexts
either of baptism or persecution, Strawbridge, The Pauline Effect, 57-96.

92 Meyer, The Letter of Peter to Philip, 142.

% Strawbridge, The Pauline Effect, 78—82.

% This has parallels throughout early Christian literature, as we will see in chapter five.

% As Meyer writes, ‘Just as Christ is a fullness and an illuminator, so also the Gnostics can become fullnesses
and illuminators. Christ’s fate is their fate, his lot their lot’, Meyer, The Letter of Peter to Philip, 139.
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2.4. Parables and Mysteries

2.4.1. Parables

Although Jesus says a lot in the canonical gospels, he leaves so much unanswered. The
disciples are often left in a state of confusion, especially after parables. Despite the argument
of many scholars that the parables had a life-changing and earth-shattering effect on Jesus’
audience, clearly not all early Christians understood them.”® Clement says that only a select
few intelligent people could understand parables through divine teaching (Strom. 2.2.7.2),
EpAp has the disciples complain that Jesus is again speaking to them in parables that they
cannot understand (32.3),”” and the Jesus of PistSoph promises to speak openly instead of in
parables and no longer conceal anything (1.6; 2.85). Even the Johannine disciples only grasp
Jesus’ message when he gives up his parabolic style (John 16.29).

The synoptic Jesus tells the disciples that he speaks in parables so that those outside

his inner circle will not be able to understand his teachings:

Kai 6te £yéveto kot povog, POTOV adTOV Ol TTEPL OLHTOV GLV TOTG SMAEKO TOC
TapoPords. Kol EAEYEV 0OTOIG LUTV TO puoThiplov dédoton THig Baciieiog Tod Beod
gkeivoig 8¢ 1oic EEm év mopaforaic T mavTo yivetal, iva PAEmovTec PAETMOLY Kai
un idmoiv, Kai AKoVOVTEG AKOVMGLY Kai U GLVIAGCLY, UTOTE EMOTPEYMOOLY Kol
apebn avtoig (Mark 4.10—-12 // Matt 13.10-15, Luke 8.9-10)

When he was alone, those who were around him along with the Twelve asked him
about the parables. And he said to them, ‘To you has been given the mystery of the
kingdom of God, but for those outside everything comes in parables, in order that they
might look but not perceive, and might listen but not understand, so that they might

not turn again and be forgiven.’

% For criticism of the claim that Jesus’ parables had ‘a profound and life-changing effect on his audiences’, see
Mary Ann Beavis, ‘The Power of Jesus’ Parables: Were They Polemical or Irenic?’, JSNT 82 (2001): 3—-30. She
argues that there is no evidence for the claims that parables were ‘imbued with a transformative efficacy’.

°7 Hills rightly sees this as illustrating the assumption that the earthly Jesus spoke parabolically as opposed to
the risen Lord who does not, Hills, Tradition and Composition in the Epistula Apostolorum, 33.
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Mark draws a clear distinction between the ‘inside’ circle who have been given the mysteries
and those ‘outside’ to whom everything remains concealed.”® The same idea is found in Luke
where Peter wants to clarify whether another of Jesus’ parables is ‘for us’ (npog fiuag) or ‘for
everyone’ (1pog mavtag) (12.41). The open/hidden teaching is picked up in ApJas, as the
disciples recall and write books about ‘the things that the Saviour had said to each of them,
whether in a hidden or open manner’ (NNENTAQATICIDTHP X00Y ATIOYEEI MMAY €1TE MIIETOHI
€1Te MNeToyaNg aBai [2,11-14]).” The same idea is found in GMary as the Lord appears to
Mary in a vision to teach her different things to what he taught the wider group — things that
are ‘hidden’ (pum) from the ‘brothers’ (10,8). When Mary recalls this teaching, Andrew
declares it heretical (pukemeeye [17,15]).

As we have already seen, there are strong links between ApJas and John FD. What we

did not discuss above is the parallelism between Jesus’ use of parables in the two texts.

Tadta &v mapoyiong AeAGANKA DUiv: EpxeTal OPa OTE OVKETL £V TOPOLLioNg AOAT oM
Ouiv, dAAQ Tappnoig mepl T00 TaTPOS dmayyeld vuiv (John 16.25)
I have said these things to you in parables; the hour is coming when I shall no longer

speak to you in parables but tell you in plain speech of the Father.

22[1P] WaPT €€1YEXE NMMHTN 2PHI 2N 2MITAPABOAH" YD NEPETNP NO€L €N’ F[n]oy an
tmexe NMMHT[N 2[N OYNZ aBaX aY® NTETNP alcoane €N (ApJas 7,1-6)
At first I spoke to you in parables and you did not understand. No[w] I speak to yo[u]

openly and you do not perceive.

% This hardline distinction generates anxieties in certain exegetes such as France, who writes: ‘Few have been
content to believe that Jesus really meant to say just that, and there are sufficient ambiguities or obscurities in
the wording to allow wide scope for scholarly ingenuity to discover a more appropriate intent’, R. T. France,
The Gospel of Mark: A Commentary on the Greek Text, NIGTC (Grand Rapids, MI and Cambridge: Eerdmans,
2002), 193. According to France, the point is that whether the parable produces a response depends on the
‘condition of the hearer... Thus the same parable which to some brings an understanding of the secret of God’s
kingship will leave others cold. They are the ones who remain £€€w’ (198—99). Beavis, on the other hand, argues
that Mark’s ancient audience would have had a positive response to the idea of esoteric teaching to an in-group,
Mary Ann Beavis, Mark’s Audience: The Literary and Social Setting of Mark 4.11—12, JSNTSupp 33
(Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1989).

% Brakke argues that, ‘rather than indicating the existence of two distinct kinds of gospels (obscure and plain),
this scene more likely characterizes other known Jesus literature as similar to Ap. Jas. itself in being a mixture
of “secret” and “open” teachings’, Brakke, ‘Parables and Plain Speech’, 206.
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John FD and AplJas appear to parallel the idea of a progression from parables to open
teaching. In ApJas, however, Jesus speaks openly in the present, whereas in John 16.25 Jesus
tells his disciples that open speech will come in the future. However, by 16.29 the disciples
claim that he is speaking clearly (¢v mappnoiq). In the preceding verse, Jesus tells them that
he is from the Father and will return to the Father (16.28), suggesting that Jesus’ words have
not changed but the disciples finally understand them clearly.!®

However, ApJas turns on its head the idea of chronological progression from
parabolic to open teaching. Alongside speaking ‘openly’, Jesus is still using parables 550
days after his resurrection. He refers to past parables named ‘the shepherds’, ‘the seed’, ‘the
lamps of the virgins’, ‘the wage of the labourers’ and ‘the didrachmae’ (8,6—10) but also
introduces new parables about the kingdom and a palm shoot, the word as a grain of wheat
and an ear of grain (7,22-35; 8,11-27; 12,20-30). If the former parables were teachings from
Jesus’ earthly life, his resurrection has not brought a new, definitive mode of speech. In
Aplas, Jesus speaks a mixture of parables and open speech. As Brakke writes, ‘Ap. Jas. does
not rigidly assign parabolic speech to the life of the earthly Jesus and plain speech to
appearances of the risen Jesus; rather, it presents all of Jesus’ discourse as a combination of
these two’.'"!

Furthermore, the parables in ApJas are not associated with concealment either before
or after the resurrection. The astute disciple understood the parables the first time simply by

hearing them (7,35—8,10). Peter and James lack such insight and continue to struggle with

Jesus’ teachings:

TIETPOC NAE 24OYMWW)B NNa2PN Ne€l Ma[X |eq X€ NCATT MEN KP TTPOTPENE MMAN 220YN
ATMNTPPO NMITHYE 2ENKECATT &N KCTO MMaN aBaX’ [LXAEIC 2NCAIT" MEN KP [MO€ aYD
KCK' MMaN 220YN ATTICTIC aYD KW NEN MIIMNY 2NKECATT AN KBAPBP MMaN
ABaA NTMNTepO NMnnye (Aplas 13,25-36)

Then Peter replied to these words and said, ‘Sometimes you urge us toward the

kingdom of heaven, and at other times you turn us back. Lord, sometimes you

1% Brown argues that the disciples are simply ‘being impetuous’ and that ‘they are not much closer to true
understanding than they were when they asked naive questions earlier in the Discourse’, Brown, The Gospel
According to John, XIII-XXI, 732.

191 Brakke, ‘Parables and Plain Speech’, 206. In 1ApocJas too, Jesus begins the higher teaching before the
crucifixion but will leave some to be revealed afterwards.
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persuade and draw us to faith and promise us life, and at other times you cast us forth

from the kingdom of heaven’.

Brakke regards ApJas as working within the Platonic doctrine of ‘intellectual understanding’
and ‘sense perception’ used also by Clement and Origen. ApJas, he argues, ‘presents Jesus’
parables as means to “intellectual understanding” and thus superior to Jesus’ plain speech,
which offers merely “sense perception”.'” The text places the focus on the disciples rather
than Jesus — the disciples must work to understand the meaning of the parables.

Overall, dialogue gospels appear to respond to the problem of Jesus’ perplexing
teachings with Jesus responding to the disciples’ questions with clear and often lengthy
revelations. EpAp refers to parabolic teaching as a thing of the past, suggesting that, like
Luke, the risen Lord will reveal what was previously concealed or misunderstood.'®?
However, ApJas demonstrates that the earthly-parables/risen-open dichotomy is not a
division that works in every case. Just as the Johannine Jesus speaks openly before his
crucifixion, the Jesus of ApJas speaks in parables after his resurrection. The stronger
connection between these texts is not sequential modes of revelation but the continuation of
the themes of hidden/open teachings and the disciples’ ongoing attempts to understand Jesus’

message.
2.4.2. Mysteries
As we have seen, Mark links parables and mystery, contrasting those that are given the

mystery with those who receive parables (4.11). Mystery language permeates early Christian

literature and usually refers to hidden things, although it can be used in a very loose sense.'*

102 Brakke, ‘Parables and Plain Speech’, 207-8.

103 Parables are also discussed and explained in PistSoph and ApocPet. PistSoph paraphrases Matt 10.12—13,
referring to it as a ‘parable’ that Jesus once spoke. Jesus then interprets the instruction to bestow his peace on
worthy households as their reception of the mysteries (3.107 [247,7—248,11]). ApocPet reformulates the parable
of the fig tree in Matt 24.32—35 and Luke 13:6-9, replacing ‘the summer’ in Matt 24.32 with the Parousia: ‘as
soon as its shoots have gone forth and its boughs have sprouted, the end of the world will come’ (2.1). Peter
needs an explanation, and Jesus tells him that the tree is the House of Israel, and that when its boughs sprout
false messiahs will come and there will be martyrs (2.2,7—10). On this, see Richard Bauckham, ‘The Two Fig
Tree Parables in the Apocalypse of Peter’, JBL 104, no. 2 (1985): 269—87; Julian V. Hills, ‘Parables, Pretenders,
and Prophecies: Translation and Interpretation in the Apocalypse of Peter 2°, Revue Biblique 98, no. 4 (1991):
560-73.

104 Ag noted by Strousma, the word pvoetnprov ‘has obviously a very broad semantic spectrum in late antiquity,
and is more often than not ambivalent or used in a metaphoric or at least a rather loose sense’, Guy G. Stroumsa,
Hidden Wisdom: Esoteric Traditions and the Roots of Christian Mysticism, 2nd ed. (Leiden and Boston: Brill,
2005), 64.
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Lang studies the mystery language in Paul and states that in the majority of the undisputed

letters the term ‘mystery’ refers to

some newly revealed and plainly stated eschatological or christological fact... [T]he
term designates some important truth of Christian theology or eschatology that was

previously hidden and has now been made known...'"

Dialogue gospels purport to reveal Jesus’ mysteries. ApJohn begins by proclaiming itself as
containing ‘[t]he teaching [of the saviour and] the re[vel]ation of mysteries [and the th]ings
hidden in silence’ (TecBw [NTe NCOTHP aY®] IS[WA]M €BOX' NIMYCTHPION [MN NE]T2HIT oN
OYMNTKaP®Y [Nuc2 1,1-4]). Although this opening only occurs in Codex 2, all recensions
conclude that John received the ‘mystery’ from the Saviour as well as containing references
to mysteries throughout. The term appears to encompass the teachings of the text as a whole
as well as referring to specific mysteries such as the ‘mystery of their life’ (muycTHpion
mneywng [pg 56,8-9]), which is an interpretation of Gen 2—3.'% DialSav refers to the
‘mystery of truth’ (muycThpion nTMue [143,8]), in a passage that Létourneau understands as
a reference to ‘receiving the revelation from the Savior (“to stand or be established in the
mystery of truth”) [which] allows the elect to recognize themselves and make themselves
known to humanity’.'”” Mystery and revelation are also connected in both recensions of

1ApoclJas:

€1C 2HTE TNAGMATT NaK €BOX N2B NIM MITIMYCTHPION (nyc 25,5—7)

Behold, I shall reveal to you everything of this mystery.

€1C 2HTE AIGMAT NaK €BOX MIIMYCTHPION (¢t 11,8-9)

Behold, I have revealed to you the mystery.

15T, J. Lang, Mystery and the Making of a Christian Historical Consciousness: From Paul to the Second
Century, BZNW 219 (Berlin: De Gruyter, 2015), 40.

1% On this, and mystery/mysteries more generally in ApJohn, see Karen L. King, ‘Mystery and Secrecy in The
Secret Revelation of John’, in Mystery and Secrecy in the Nag Hammadi Collection and Other Ancient
Literature: Ideas and Practices, ed. Christian H. Bull, Liv Ingeborg Leid, and John D. Turner, NHMS 76
(Leiden and Boston: Brill, 2012), 61-86.

107 pierre Létourneau, ‘The Dialogue of the Savior as a Witness to the Late Valentinian Tradition’, VC 65, no. 1
(2011): 90.
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Jenott sees a major christological difference in the two recensions as the future tense in the
Nag Hammadi version points the reader to the mystery in the discourse that follows, whereas
the past tense in Codex Tchacos identifies the mystery with the foregoing christological
discourse, marked by a paragraphus between the two instructions to ‘behold’.'® This
previous discourse has explained that Jesus came to show James the highest deity and where
he is from (cr 10,8—11,8). Thus, by revealing the mystery, Jesus reveals to James his
salvation. The future tense in the NHC version ‘casts Jesus’ opening discourse as an
introduction to the rest of the treatise, so that the reader expects to learn “each part” of the
mystery in what follows’.!% The beginning of 1ApocJas reveals the nature of the relationship
between Jesus and the ‘One Who Is’ — for CT this is the mystery, but for NHC this is just an

introduction to the mystery of James’ salvation.

2.4.3. Who can be Weaned?

Mysteries are often associated with secrecy —and secrecy is widespread in dialogue gospels.
The titles ‘apocryphon’ or ‘apocalypse’ both pertain to secrecy.''® To whom mysteries can be
disclosed is a matter of contestation, and brings us back to Paul and John. The secret and

concealed nature of mysteries is clear in 1 Cor 2:

co@iov 8¢ AaAoDUEV £VTOIG TEAEIOLG, GOPIAY € OV TOD 0i®VOG TOVTOL OVOE TV
ApOVTOV TOD 0UMVOG TOVTOL TMV KOTAPYOLUEV®Y AAAN AaAoDuev Beod cogiav &v
LLGTNPIE TNV ATTOKEKPLUUEVIV, TV TTPOMPLEEV O BE0C TIPO TAV 0LMOVMV €ig B0V

Nu®Vv, fIv o0SEIC TV ApYOVTMOV ToD aidvog Tovtov £yvmkev. (1 Cor 2.6-8)

108 Lance Jenott, ‘Reading Variants in James and the Apocalypse of James: A Perspective from New Philology’,
in Snapshots of Evolving Traditions, ed. Liv Ingeborg Leid and Hugo Lundhaug (Berlin and Boston: De
Gruyter, 2017), 76. On the paragraphus: ‘At the beginning of the discourse, just where Jesus says “Listen” (CT
10.8), the scribe marked the passage with a paragraphus in the left-hand margin, and on the next page
punctuated its logical conclusion with a series of diplai(>>>) inside the textual column (CT 11.7), thus
demarcating the entire passage in an inclusio. Because of the infrequency of the paragraphus in CT (there are
only three extant instances in the codex: pp. 10, 61, 63) it was apparently used to mark passages which the
scribe regarded as especially significant’ (76).

199 Jenott, ‘Reading Variants in James and the Apocalypse of James’, 76.

119 On the title ‘apocalypse’, for 1Apoclas in NHC 5, Jenott writes: ‘The function of the term “apocalypse” in
the title can therefore be understood as a mode of religious advertising insofar as it promises to offer the reader
secret truths, now revealed, which Jesus had originally delivered to James, and which were later recorded and
transmitted for posterity. Simultaneously, the title enhances the religious self-esteem of the reader as someone
privileged enough to receive such revelation him- or herself’, Jenott, ‘Reading Variants in James and the
Apocalypse of James’, 66.
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But wisdom we do speak among the perfect, but a wisdom not of this age nor of the
rulers of this age who are passing away. But rather we speak in a mystery the wisdom
of God, which has been hidden, which God ordained before the ages for our glory,

which none of the rulers of this age have known.'"!

Who are the perfect? The ‘perfect’ who speak the wisdom of God are later equated with the
spiritual: ‘And we speak of these things in words not taught by human wisdom but taught by
the Spirit, interpreting spiritual things to those who are spiritual’ (& koi AaloDuev ovK €v
8180k TOlg AVOpWTIvNG coiag AGyolg AAL’ £v 180K TOIC TVEVUOTOC, TTVELIATIKOIC
TVELRALTIKO oLYKpPivovTeg [2.13]), who have the ‘mind of Christ’ (vobv Xpiotod [v.16]). The

Corinthians do not make the cut:

Kayo, a8elpoi, odk HiSuvHROny Aaificon DRIV O TVELHOTIKOIG AAL™ MC GOPKIVOLG,
MG vNTTiolg v XploTt®. ydla OUAG €mdTtica, ov Bpduo: odTm yop £8Vvacbe. AL’ o0SE
£11 vOv 8Vvacbe, £T1 yap capkikoi €ote. (1 Cor 3.1-3)

And so, brothers and sisters, I could not speak to you as spiritual people, but rather as
people of the flesh, as infants in Christ. I fed you with milk, not solid food, for you
were not ready for solid food. Even now you are still not ready, for you are still of the

flesh.

The Corinthians are not able (or ready) to be weaned onto Paul’s solid food.
Although these verses are considered favourites of the secretive ‘gnostics’, no one

could more explicitly endorse this idea than Ignatius:

M1 o0 dVvapat Ouiv Ta Emovpdvia ypdyat; dAAlo opoduot, un vnrmiolg odoty LUV
BAGBNV TopolO®d KAl GLYYVOUOVELTE Hot, URTTOTE 0O SuVNOEVTES YwpTicoL
otpoyyorwbiite. (Ep. Trall. 5.1)

Am I not able to write to you about heavenly things? But I am afraid that I may harm
you who are still infants. Grant me this concession — otherwise you may choke, not

being able to swallow.

! Translation from Lang, adapted. On translation points here, see Lang, Mystery and the Making of a Christian
Historical Consciousness, 55-56.
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Ignatius continues by telling the Trallians that he is able ‘to understand the heavenly realms
and angelic realms and hierarchies of the cosmic rulers, both visible and invisible’ (dOvopon
VOETV TOL £TTOLPAVIO KO TOC TOTOOEGTOC TAC Gy YEMKOAC Kol TOS CLOTAGELS TOS BPYOVTIKAC,
opatd te kol adpata [Ep. Trall. 5.2]). The Pauline association continues, as Ignatius urges
his readers to eat only Christian food as foreign foods are heresy (6.1).

Ignatius’ rhetoric draws together Paul’s reference to infants and the Nicodemus of
John 3. Nicodemus is not able (or ready) to receive higher teaching: Jesus says to him, ‘If
told you about the earthly things and you do not believe, how can you believe if I tell you
about the heavenly things?’ (i ta éniyeio €imov DUV Kai OO TGTEVETE, TAOG 0V EIMTM VULV
ta énovpdvia miotevoete; [John 3.12]). To use Pauline language, Nicodemus is not ready for
solid food. The same concept is found in BookThom, which also picks up on the dichotomy
between knowledge of the earthly and the heavenly things, employing the language of

visible/invisible:

249 0YM®W)B NG1 TICMP €4XD MM[0]C X € e)TIE NETOYONP EBOX NHTN CEZHIT N[N]agpN
THNE N2E €YN 6aM MMMTN aCMTH aNETE NCEOYOND €BOX aN' (BookThom 138,27—
30)

The saviour answered, saying, ‘If the things that are visible to you are obscure to you,

how can you hear about the things that are not visible?’

The invisible things are not just out of sight, they are ‘hidden things’ (npa nneounn [128,24—
25]).

BookThom does not answer the question of who can be weaned — Thomas is
concerned with preaching, perhaps suggesting that this revelation is not to be hidden from
anyone. A more overt answer is found in other dialogue gospels which indicate that solid
food is given to ‘those who are worthy’. The secrecy and revelation theme is often linked to
‘gnostic inner-circles’ associated with ‘the aura of novelty and exclusiveness’;''? but in many
dialogue gospels this interpretation is in direct conflict with the text’s appeal to universal
mission (as seen in our discussion of Matthew 28 earlier in the chapter).

This calls us to challenge our assumptions about the esoteric nature of certain so-

called ‘gnostic’ dialogue gospels — and specifically ApJohn, an ‘apocryphon’. In all versions

112 plege, Poetics of the Gnostic Universe, 8.
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of ApJohn we find a declaration that John is to write down all that the Saviour has told him
‘and give them to your fellow spirits in secret’ (NCTaayY NNEKPOMOTINa M MIEOHT [pg 75,6—
9]). John then goes to ‘his fellow disciples’ (neqBP Mae6HTHC [g 77,1-2]) and tells them
what he has heard. The term ‘apocryphon’ along with ‘fellow spirits’ has led some to see

13 or a ‘chosen few’.""* But King rightly

AplJohn to be limited to an ‘Empféngerkreis
interprets the language that ApJohn uses in the same way that similar language is employed
in the canonical gospels and Paul. She writes: ‘There, too, Jesus is depicted as a heavenly
Savior, who imparts secret teaching to a chosen few’.'"” She identifies the problem of
presuming that the language of secret revelation ‘must necessarily correlate to a socially
exclusive group’, when ‘[s]cholars have in fact argued the opposite in the case of the gospels
and Paul’.''®

Indeed nothing in the mere use of such themes suggests that this ‘pattern’ of secrecy,
when deployed by some Christians, is distinctively ‘Gnostic’ and indicates a secret
society whose membership is limited to an elite, while the same pattern used by
‘canonical’ Christians supposedly indicates exoteric tradition and presumably a

correspondingly open (non-elite) social group. All these cases combine claims of

secret revelation with practices of universal mission.""’

We might take this further — clearly the ‘fellow spirits’ are the ‘disciples’, and there is no
indication that there are Christians who could not become disciples. In fact, the text itself
says that the spirit is in every human or they would not be able to stand (gg 67,4—7), but some
are led astray by the counterfeit spirit (gg 67,14—18). Perhaps John’s ‘fellow spirits’ are all
humans,'"® and the secret disclosure is to keep this knowledge hidden from the evil archons.

ApJohn then appears to be no more restrictive than Paul’s letters to the Corinthians (for

3 Hartenstein, Die zweite Lehre, 64.

114 Plese, Poetics of the Gnostic Universe, 7.

!5 King, ‘Mystery and Secrecy in The Secret Revelation of John’, 70.

116 King, ‘Mystery and Secrecy in The Secret Revelation of John’, 71.

7 King, ‘Mystery and Secrecy in The Secret Revelation of John’, 71.

'8 See also Michael A. Williams, ‘Secrecy, Revelation, and Late Antique Demiurgical Myths’, in Rending the
Veil: Concealment and Secrecy in the History of Religions, ed. Elliot R. Wolfson (New York: Seven Bridges
Press, 1999), 50. The external evidence backs this up: the teachings of ApJohn appear to be relatively widely
known. ApJohn is found today in four recensions, was known to Irenaeus (in some form), and promulgated in at
least two languages (see 37—41).
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which Lang suggests ‘the spirituals’ means the ‘ethically sound’ Christians rather than an
exclusive group'"?).

The idea that the teachings of ApJohn were intended to be delivered universally may
be a stretch too far. But it does appear that it saw the mature who were able to digest solid
food in the same way as other Christian groups. So on the question of who could be weaned,
the ‘gnostic’ dialogue gospels are not dissimilar from other early Christian texts. The
overriding attitude towards the question of who could be weaned is nicely summed up by

GThom:

TEXE IC X € €1XM NNAMYCTHPION NNe[TMnMa] w[na]uycThpion (GThom 62)

Jesus said: ‘I tell my mysteries to those who are [worthy] of [my] mysteries.’

In the dialogue gospels, Jesus’ departure indicates the beginning of the time of the disciples’
own independent agency. The departure of Jesus enacts a division between past and future,
and the disciples are the future. And this is the time of disclosure. This finds its antecedent in
Paul, who sees himself and other disciples of Christ as administrators of the mysteries (1 Cor
4.1),° which are to be disclosed (1 Cor 15.51-52). The secrecy and revelation theme then is
not novel in the dialogue gospels, nor does it pertain to exclusivity. Rather, it connects a wide

range of Christian traditions, including the canonical gospels and Paul.

Conclusion

There is a plethora of intertextual connections between dialogue gospels and the texts that
came to be in the New Testament, particularly the canonical gospels and the Pauline epistles.
Dialogue gospels were not written or read in isolation. They belong in a wider context of
broader traditions narrating events around Jesus’ departure and resurrection, asking who is to
be left in charge, and how to enact the mission charge. It is these traditions, that are found in

the New Testament, that influenced and shaped the dialogue gospels.

19 Lang, Mystery and the Making of a Christian Historical Consciousness, 66.

'20In 1 Cor 4.1, Lang sees ‘the apostles’ standing as “administrators of the mysteries of God” is correlated with
their identity as “servants of Christ’”’, Lang, Mystery and the Making of a Christian Historical Consciousness,
34.
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The Johannine farewell discourse is integral to understanding other texts in the genre
as it acts as their precursor: Focused on Jesus’ departure, select disciples ask Jesus how to
follow him in both life and death, for both the individual and the community. In placing John
FD in parallel with other dialogue gospels, light can be shed both ways. Yet John FD differs
from many dialogue gospels in its temporal setting: it is Jesus’ farewell before his
crucifixion, rather than his ascension (although Johannine theology may blur this distinction
somewhat). The post-resurrection dialogues find close connections with the resurrection
accounts of the canonical gospels, Acts 1 and 1 Cor 15, being fashioned from the themes we
find in these earlier texts: the question of the leading disciple, the mission charge, the form of
Jesus’ resurrection body, the primacy of post-resurrection revelation, and the question of
whether the risen Jesus could and should be touched. Dialogue gospels present these various
issues differently. They might choose a key disciple, they might allay fears about mission,
they might depict Jesus as a luminous being, they might reveal previously hidden things
and/or they might affirm the physicality of the risen Christ. However much the depictions of
Jesus within the dialogue gospels contrast with one another, they may be no more or less
divergent than those that we find within the canonical resurrection narratives. Nor are the
narratives in the dialogue gospels fundamentally different from their canonical counterparts.
Admittedly Mark’s Longer Ending does not speak of a Jesus with three faces as ApJohn
does, but nor does it preclude it.

Although dialogue gospels have closer textual links with the canonical gospels than
other texts of the New Testament, there is a firm influence from Paul and the deutero-Pauline
epistles. There are a number of possible topics that could have been discussed here, but three
have provided the main focus: (1) the emphasis on the risen Lord, at the expense of the
earthly Jesus, (2) the Ephesian view of liberation from the cosmic powers through Christ, and
(3) mysteries that must be withheld from the immature. The Pauline thought-world disclosed
by these three topics is continuous with what we find in many of the dialogue gospels. Paul’s
interest in mysteries that cannot be taught to those that are not ready stands alongside Mark’s
view of parabolic teaching for those ‘outside’ and John’s depiction of Nicodemus’ lack of
ability to perceive higher teaching. I have argued that we find similar ideas in the dialogue
gospels, but those that have been viewed as ‘gnostic’ have been interpreted in an esoteric
way, in contrast to Paul, Mark and John. Yet the canonical and non-canonical texts converge
at this point: Jesus’ mysteries will be revealed to those who are worthy, i.e. his Christian

followers. The Matthean universal commission is also echoed in a number of these dialogue

109



gospels, suggesting that they were intended for general use and not just for an elite — much
like the New Testament texts.

The broad trends that link the texts within the dialogue gospel genre relate to those in
the canonical gospels and Paul, and there are many cases of more pointed textual or thematic
links. This discussion of the genre and its relation to the New Testament has been framed in a
way to highlight the fact that dialogue gospels are a part of the same literary world as other
gospels and early Christian literature more generally. This wide-ranging demonstration of
intertextual connections has been far from comprehensive, but it may serve to draw attention
to a neglected body of literature from which useful comparisons can be drawn that illuminate
aspects of the concerns, inspirations and motivations of early Christian authors.

To sharpen the discussion and to engage in more sustained exegetical work, we now

turn our attention to a single text: the Gospel of Mary.
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Chapter Three
The Narrative Frame of the Gospel of Mary

The basic outline of the format of GMary is a series of dialogues enclosed by a narrative
frame.! The beginning six pages of GMary are no longer extant, but we can assume that there
was a short narrative there in order to set the scene. This is followed by a dialogue between
the Saviour and his disciples, of which only the final two questions survive. A separate
farewell discourse concludes Jesus’ teachings, which we include in the narrative frame as it is
essential to the narrative that follows. Without Jesus’ departure, the rest of the material would
not make sense. As Jesus departs, Mary arises, comforts the disciples and reminds them of
Jesus’ teaching. This chapter will examine how she is portrayed in relation to the male
disciples and in relation to Jesus. Three pages are missing from Mary’s teaching, but it starts
with a vision that she has of Jesus and finishes with a narrative of a personified Soul
ascending through the heavens, and this leads on to the next part of the narrative frame: the
breach between the disciples. Peter and Andrew cannot accept what Mary has said and accuse
the revelation of being strange and secretive. Levi jumps in, likening Peter to the hostile
cosmic powers that the Soul has overcome; and this leads to a rather inconclusive ending —
one or more disciples go out to preach the gospel, but the question of who differs between the
Greek and Coptic versions.? The narrative frame encompasses the missing beginning, the
Saviour’s farewell speech and departure, Mary consoling the male disciples, the ensuing
argument and the breach following her teaching. This chapter follows this outline.

Despite the genre of ‘dialogue gospel’, the narrative frame is just as integral to
understanding the message of GMary as the eschatological teachings in the dialogues. The

dialogue and the narrative frame are more integrated in GMary than in other dialogue

! My understanding of the narrative frame is the same as Hartenstein’s, who includes 8,11-10,16 and 17,7-19,2,
Judith Hartenstein, Die zweite Lehre: Erscheinungen des Auferstandenen als Rahmenerzdihlungen
friihchristlicher Dialoge, TU 146 (Berlin: De Gruyter, 2000), 137—42. The two revelatory dialogues (between
the Saviour and his disciples and Mary’s recollection of her vision) are separate from the narrative frame.

? Hartenstein divides GMary into four parts: (1) the beginning and no longer extant appearance and dialogue; (2)
Jesus’ final instructions, his disappearance and the reaction of the disciples; (3) the disciples gathered together,
arguing about his words; and (4) the post-vision disciples and departure, Hartenstein, Die zweite Lehre, 142. An
alternative way of structuring GMary is provided by King, who writes: ‘It is structured as a series of dialogues
and departures: 1) the dialogue between the Savior and the disciples, followed by the Savior’s departure; 2) the
dialogue among the disciples, followed by their departure (or at least Levi’s departure) to preach the gospel; 3)
the dialogue between the Savior and Mary, ending in her silence; and 4) the dialogues between the soul and the
Powers, culminating in the soul’s departure from the world to its final resting place’, Karen L. King, The Gospel
of Mary of Magdala: Jesus and the First Woman Apostle (Santa Rosa, CA: Polebridge Press, 2003), 30.
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gospels.® SophJesChr, for example, looks to be a narrative frame imposed on a pre-existing
dialogue (which equates to Eugnostos). In GMary, the Saviour’s departure is necessary for

the following text; and Mary’s teaching leads to the argument between the disciples.

3.1. The Beginning of GMary: The Missing Pages

There are six missing pages at the beginning of Papyrus Berolinensis 8502 (BG). Based on a
papyrological analysis of the Greek papyrus fragment, PRyl.GM, in comparison to BG, it is
safe to assume that these six pages were the opening of GMary. The extant BG is paginated
7—10 and 15—19 and the recto (—) and verso (]) of PRyl.GM are numbered 21 and 22.
PRyl.GM covers 17,4 to 19,5 (the end) of BG. It can be assumed that the Rylands codex
contained a single text, as was typical of gospel codices in the second and third centuries, and
so GMary must have taken up the whole 22 pages.* As PRyl.GM contains the end of GMary,
the BG GMary is likely to be the entire 19 pages.’

It is appropriate then to begin a discussion of the narrative frame by asking what was
written in the beginning six pages. This poses a number of questions, including: Did the text
contain a passion or resurrection narrative? Where did Jesus appear, and what were the
disciples doing? What is the purpose of the text? Working within the limitations of the
fragmentary state of GMary, these questions can only begin to be answered by examining
comparable sources. As we have seen with Hartenstein and Perkins in chapter one, dialogue
gospels often begin with a narrative setting, which introduces and sometimes authenticates
the revelation. Although it is impossible to be certain how GMary begins, suggestions can be
made.

In the body of dialogue gospels, the extant GMary is one with more narrative

throughout. The text narrates the Saviour’s departure, Mary’s rising, her weeping and the

? Despite Hartenstein’s general assumption that dialogue gospels can be separated into a Christian narrative
frame and non-Christian teachings in the dialogues, for GMary she rejects all earlier hypotheses of disunity and
redaction, stating that ‘das EvMar ist eine durchaus kohérente und in seiner jetzigen Form verstidndliche Schrift’,
Hartenstein, Die zweite Lehre, 137. On the general assumption see her introduction and pp.280—83.

*In the editio princeps, Roberts writes, on a palaeographical basis, that ‘463 can hardly be later than the middle
of the third century and probably is considerably earlier’, C. H. Roberts, ‘463: The Gospel of Mary’, in
Catalogue of the Greek Papyri in the John Rylands Library, 3 (Manchester: Manchester University Press,
1938), 20.

> This problem has been noted by Tuckett who concludes that GMary was probably the first text of the codex,
Christopher M. Tuckett, The Gospel of Mary (Oxford and New York: Oxford University Press, 2007), 6 n.8.
Till, however, suggests that the complete Rylands version may have been longer than the Coptic, Walter C. Till,
Die gnostischen Schriften des koptischen Papyrus Berolinensis 8502, TU 60, 2™ Ed. (Berlin: Akademie Verlag,
1972), 25.
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disciples’ departure. It would be odd, then, if there was no narrative at the beginning. Based
on Perkins’ argument that the ‘opening narratives [of revelation dialogues] are more
uniformly stylized than the concluding ones’,® and by employing a comparative approach and
focusing on the teachings of the gospel, several possibilities for pages 1—6 can be suggested.
In the discussion that follows, some texts will be cited more frequently than others, for their
setting, their dialogue form, or, in most cases, both — especially SophJesChr, John FD,
PistSoph, and the resurrection accounts in John 20, Matt 28 and Mark LE. Other, less
frequent, comparisons will be drawn from ApJohn, 1Apoclas, DialSav and EpPetPhil. A
common feature of these texts is that the dialogue takes place after Jesus’ resurrection (with
the exception of the first part of 1ApocJas’), indicating that GMary is a post-resurrection
dialogue.

As a preliminary point of caution, all dialogue gospels are unique. GMary is unlike
existing texts of this genre as the narrative continues extensively beyond the Saviour’s
departure (although he makes another appearance in Mary’s recollection). Therefore, any
suggestions regarding the missing material based on the genre are highly speculative. In fact,
basing a reconstruction on relatively similar material could be a serious error of judgement. If
the genealogy of Matthew had been lost and we were to base a reconstruction on the Lukan
infancy narrative, due to the gospels being the same bios genre and subsequently sharing a lot
of the same material, we would be so far from the historical gospel text that it would be more
useful to omit a reconstruction altogether. Therefore, the following proposals do not pretend
to act as a reconstruction but instead to highlight the teachings in the extant text and to situate

GMary within the body of dialogue gospel literature.

3.1.1. A Resurrection Account?

Despite clear differences between GMary and the canonical gospels, it is possible that pages
1-6 of GMary brought them into closer contact. Hartenstein thinks so, suggesting that there
was a resurrection narrative at the beginning of the gospel, based on the parallel language for

the actions of the Saviour and Mary:

® Pheme Perkins, The Gnostic Dialogue: The Early Church and the Crisis of Gnosticism (New York: Paulist
Press, 1980), 41.
" DialSav is not explicitly post-resurrection, but it is likely to be, as discussed in chapter one.
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A4acriaze MMOOY THPOY €4Xm MM0'0'c X6 (8,12—14)

He said farewell (acrniaze) to them all saying ...

TOTE aMAPIZAM TWOYN ACACTIAZE MMOOY THPOY TeXacC ... (9,12—14)

Then Mary rose, greeted (acrniaze) them all, she said ...

There is undoubtedly a parallel between these two phrases, but it is difficult to know what is
intended by it. Hartenstein focuses on the word Twoyn, arguing not only that ‘[s]ie steht auf,
was die Bedeutung ihrer Worte unterstreicht’, but also that Twoyn has stronger implications
than ‘stood up’.® As Twoyn is used for Jesus being raised from the dead in SophJesChr (g
77,9-10) and ApJas (2,20-21), she suggests that Twoyn could have been used for the
Saviour’s resurrection in pages 1-6: ‘Marias Auftreten ist daher eine gewisse Parallele’.’
There is no clear answer as to whether the gospel once contained a resurrection
narrative, but it is possible. Textual parallels illustrate that eschatological and soteriological
revelation (key themes in GMary) commonly took place in a post-resurrection setting, and
therefore the evangelist may have wanted to make this explicit. However, considering that by
page 7 the Saviour had told the disciples ‘everything’ (pws mm [7,11]), there would be little
room left for an extended resurrection narrative. At best, the resurrection account would be
brief. If GMary contained one, it may have read like SophJesChr, which opens with the
words, ‘After he rose from the dead’ (MNNCa NTPEqTMOY €BOX 2N NETMOOYT [gg 77,9—10]),
or PistSoph, ‘But it happened that after Jesus had risen from the dead, he spent eleven years
speaking with his disciples’ (acaymrie A€ MNNCa TP€ 1C TWOYN €BOX 2N NETMOOYT aYMD
AQPMNTOYE NPOMIE eqyax.e MM nequaonTHC (1.1 [2,1-3])."° GMary could have employed a
similar incipit to stress the Saviour’s resurrected status and establish the setting for the

revelation.

8 Hartenstein, Die zweite Lehre, 146.

° Hartenstein, Die zweite Lehre, 146.

10 Cf. Book 4, which is often seen as separate from 1-3, has a different opening: ‘Now it happened when they
crucified our Lord Jesus, he rose from the dead on the third day. His disciples gathered to him and entreated
him, saying...” (acymne 6€ NTePOYCFOY MIENXO0EIC IC g TWOYN €BOX N NETMOOYT MIMEYMELWOMNT NPOOY *
AYCMOY? €POY NG1 NEUMAOHTHC AYTMB? MM0Y €9X.m® MMoc (4.136 [353,1—4]). The use of Twoyn in both book 1
and book 4 of PistSoph, potentially strengthens Hartenstein’s proposal. Furthermore, GMary 9,10—12 suggests a
possible reference to crucifixion and suffering of Jesus as the disciples say that ‘they’ did not spare him. The
‘they’ refers to the ‘nations’ or the ‘gentiles’ (peenoc) in contrast to the ‘the Jews’ as the agents of the
crucifixion in Luke and GPeter.
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Whether or not the gospel began like SophJesChr or PistSoph, Hartenstein’s
suggestion leads to a more fruitful speculation: that GMary’s setting is more closely
connected to the canonical gospels than has previously been assumed. Again, the post-Easter
setting is stressed as the connection lies primarily in the resurrection narratives. Mary
Magdalene plays a role in every post-resurrection scene of the canonical gospels and GMary
could be seen as a continuation of Christ’s appearance to her.'' In Matthew, Mary Magdalene
along with 11 8AAn Mapioa (28.1) are met by Jesus who instructs them to tell the others about
his resurrection (28.10). In Luke, Mary Magdalene and the other women tell the apostles that
they have seen an angel at the tomb (24.11). But it is Mark LE and John 20 that are
particularly comparable. The LE of Mark opens:

Avoctig 8¢ mpwi TpdTn capPdtov £pdvn tpdTov Mapia tfi Maydainvii,
map' N ExPePAriker EmTa Sapdvia. keivn mopevdeica Ay yEIAEY TOIG PET'
avtod yevouévolg mevBodol Kol kKAaiovolv: KAKEIvVolL dAkovoavTes 6Tt Cff Kol
£0edOn v’ avtiic Amictnoayv. (Mark 16.9—-11)

After he rose early on the first day of the week, he appeared first to Mary
Magdalene, from whom he had cast out seven demons. She went out and told
those who had been with him, while they were mourning and weeping. But
when they heard that he was alive and had been seen by her, they would not

believe it.

' This is based on the assumption that Mary in GMary is Mary Magdalene, as in Till, Papyrus Berolinensis
8502, 26; Anne Pasquier, L’Evangile Selon Marie, BCNH:T 10 (Québec: Les Presses de I’Université Laval,
1983), 23, n.75; Michel Tardieu and Jean-Daniel Dubois, Introduction a la littérature gnostique. I: Collections
retrouvées avant 1945 (Paris: Les Editions du Cerf, 1986), 20; Karen L. King, ‘The Gospel of Mary
Magdalene’, in Searching the Scriptures, II: A Feminist Commentary, ed. Elisabeth Schiissler Fiorenza (New
York: Crossroad, 1994), 601; Antti Marjanen, The Woman Jesus Loved: Mary Magdalene in the Nag Hammadi
Library and Related Documents, NHMS 40 (Leiden: Brill, 1996), 94-95; Hartenstein, Die zweite Lehre, 130;
Karen L. King, ‘Why All the Controversy? Mary in the Gospel of Mary’, in Which Mary? The Marys of Early
Christian Tradition, ed. F. Stanley Jones, SBL Symposium Series 19 (Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature,
2002), 53—74; King, Mary; Dieter Liihrmann, Die apokryph gewordenen Evangelien: Studien zu Neuen Texten
und zu Neuen Fragen, NovTSupp 112 (Leiden and Boston: Brill, 2004), 110—11; Esther A. de Boer, The Gospel
of Mary: Listening to the Beloved Disciple (London and New York: T&T Clark, 2004), 16—18; Tuckett, Mary,
14-18. Marjanen identifies Mary as Mary Magdalene due to the spelling of her name, Antti Marjanen, ‘The
Mother of Jesus or the Magdalene? The Identity of Mary in the So-Called Gnostic Christian Texts’, in Which
Mary? , 31-42. Lucchesi questions this assumption, writing ‘ce qui est loin d’étre prouvé’, E. Lucchesi,
‘Evangile selon Marie ou Evangile selon Marie-Madeleine?’, Analecta Bollandiana 103, no. 3—4 (1985): 366.
The Magdalene assumption has again been challenged by Stephen J. Shoemaker, ‘Rethinking the “Gnostic
Mary”: Mary of Nazareth and Mary of Magdala in Early Christian Tradition’, JECS 9, no. 4 (2001): 555-95.
There is the possibility that Mary of GMary is an assimilation of various Marys from the Jesus tradition, but
predominantly based on Mary Magdalene due to the text’s connections with John 20.14—18.
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Mary Magdalene also plays a prominent role in John 20. She visits Jesus’ tomb and does not
find his body there. While standing outside of the tomb, she speaks to two angels and
explains that she is weeping because Jesus’ body is missing. Then she turns around to see

Jesus,

... Kai ovk 7idel 811 Inootg éativ. Aéyel avTth Inocodg: yoval, ti kAaieilg; Tiva
{ntels; £keivn dokoboa HTL 6 KNMOLVPAG EGTLY AEYEL DT KVUPLE, 1 OV
éBdotacac avtdv, eimé pot mod E0nkag adTOV, KAy® adTOV Ap®d. AEYEL OVTH
‘Incotg Mapudu. otpageico ékeivn Aéyel avt®d EPpaioti papBouvi, 6 Aéyetar
diddokare Aéyetl avtii ITnoodg pn pov dmtov, obmm yap avaféfnka mpog TOV
TATEPQ TTOPEVOL & TTPOG TOLG ASEAPOVS OV KOl EITTE aVTOIG dvaPaivm Tpog
TOV TIOLTEPO. OV KO TTOITEPOL UMV Kol 04V pov kai Beov vudv. "Epyetat
Mopiap 1 Moydoinvn dyyélAovod Toig uodntaic 6Tt éMpoka TOV KUPLoV,
koi tadta ginev avti. (John 20.14-18)

... but she did not know that it was Jesus. Jesus said to her, “‘Woman, why are
you crying? Whom do you seek?’ Thinking he was the gardener, she said, ‘Sir,
if you have carried him away, tell me where you have put him, and I will take
him away.’ Jesus said to her, ‘Mary.” Having turned around, she said to him in
Aramaic, ‘Rabbouni!’ (which means ‘Teacher’). Jesus said to her, ‘Do not
touch me, for I have not yet ascended to the Father. But go to my brothers and
tell them, I am ascending to my Father and your Father, to my God and your
God.” Mary Magdalene went to the disciples bringing the news: ‘I have seen

the Lord!” And she told them that he had said these things to her.

Mark LE shows four particular similarities with GMary: 1) Jesus appears first to Mary
Magdalene alone; 2) Mary tells the other disciples what she has seen; 3) the two verbs
nevbodot kal kAaiovaiy appear superfluous, however, we find the same form in GMary: ‘but
they were grieved, they wept much’ (NTOOY A€ NEYPAHIIEL aYPIME MY [9,5—-6]); and 4) the

other disciples doubt her words.'* For John 20 the first two points are the same: Jesus appears

12 The theme of ‘doubt’ is in all of the Synoptics. In Luke, the Eleven and others do not believe the women’s
testimony: kai épdvnoav Evdmiov adT@®V Mcel Ajpog Ta pripata tadta, kol frictovv avtaig (24.11).
Assuming that 24.12 is part of the original text, it is only Peter that finds their story plausible (24.12). The
doubting in Matthew relates to the appearance of Jesus (28.17); in contrast, the male disciples must believe the
women’s testimony as they go to Galilee on their instruction (28.8—10, 16).
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first to Mary alone and Mary tells the other disciples what she has seen. Mary’s words in
John émpoaka oV kOprov (20.18) are almost verbatim to GMary’s ‘I saw the Lord in a vision’
(amay enxc en oygopoma [10,10-11])." Pasquier, Petersen and Tuckett argue that John 20 is
in the background of GMary'* and D’ Angelo suggests that ‘there is a closer continuity
between Mary of the fourth gospel and Mary of the Gospel of Mary than is usually
recognized. Both depict Mary as prophet and originator of the mission’."> There are certainly
intertextual links, pointing towards a shared tradition of Mary seeing the (resurrected) Lord.
The connections between the canonical resurrection narratives and GMary are not
difficult to see. The GMary evangelist looked to fill in the gaps of what happened after the
resurrection. In what sense or form did Jesus appear to Mary? What did he say to her? Why
did the male disciples doubt her? In order to situate the answers provided, GMary may have

included a brief resurrection account at the beginning of the text.

3.1.2. The Location

Perkins posits that revelation dialogues generally begin with a location: a mountain,
Jerusalem and/or the Temple.'® For GMary, the Temple can be ruled out almost immediately
— the only Temple-based dialogue text that Perkins references is ApocPetcop, which is not
particularly comparable to GMary as it does not present Jesus as responding to questions

from his disciples."”

13 The Johannine motif of Mary’s weeping (20.11, 13, 15) has been connected with her weeping in GMary
(18,1). E.g. Tuckett, Mary, 17-18. However, that connection is tentative.

14 Pasquier, Marie, 71; Silke Petersen, Zerstort die Werke der Weiblichkeit! Maria Magdalena, Salome and
andere Jiingerinnen Jesu in christlich-gnostischen Schriften, NHMS 48 (Leiden: Brill, 1999), 135; Tuckett,
Mary, 170.

15 Mary Rose D’ Angelo, ‘““I Have Seen the Lord”: Mary Magdalen as Visionary, Early Christian Prophecy, and
the Context of John 20:14—18’, in Mariam, the Magdalen, and the Mother, ed. Deirdre Good (Bloomington, IN:
Indiana University Press, 2005), 112.

16 Perkins, The Gnostic Dialogue, 42, 48. There is also the option of Jesus appearing inside a room as in Mark
LE and John 20. Mark has the eleven disciples sitting at a table (16.14) when Jesus appears and John places the
disciples behind locked doors (John 20.19, 26). The appearance of Jesus in ApJas could also be inside, as the
disciples are sitting together writing the Saviour’s teachings in books. However, James and Peter are then
separated to an unknown location to receive the superior revelation. The Johannine connection is strong, but a
mountain is more likely for the reasons given above.

'7 ApocPetcop (NHC 7,3) is a dialogue between Christ and Peter, the night before Jesus’ death. Peter has a
vision of the crucifixion but asks what he is seeing and who it is that the authorities are arresting — clearly the
Passion is not in his memory (dialogue gospels, on the whole, presuppose the Easter story). Luttikhuizen
understands the revelation to be taking place simultaneously with the passion, Gerard P. Luttikhuizen, ‘The
Suffering Jesus and the Invulnerable Christ in the Gnostic Apocalypse of Peter’, in The Apocalypse of Peter, ed.
Jan N. Bremmer and Istvan Czachesz, Studies on the Early Christian Apocrypha 7 (Leuven: Peeters, 2003), 190.
The text is a dialogue but it is not a question-and-answer interchange.
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A mountain is a much stronger contender for the location of GMary. Post-resurrection
scenes that take place on a mountain are so common that some scholars suggest the mountain
location is typical for Christian ‘gnostic’ resurrection appearances.'®* However, mountain
locations are hardly reserved for ‘gnostic’ texts — the earliest account of this tradition is in

Matt 28:

Oi 8¢ &vSexo padnrai Emopevdnoay gic thv Falhaiav gig 10 dpog ob EtdEato
ovToig 6 Inootc, kal iddvTeg avTOV Tpooekvvnoay, oi 8¢ £dictacoy (28.16—
17)

And the eleven disciples journeyed into Galilee to the mountain that Jesus had

directed them, and on seeing him they worshipped him; but some doubted.

The Matthean mountain signifies the high points of Jesus’ career, including the great
commission. Donaldson argues that the commission location ties together the previous
mountain locations of temptation (4.8), teaching (5.1; 8.1), feeding (15.29), transfiguration
(17.1-9) and the Olivet discourse (24.3)." It is thus not surprising to find it as an intertextual
motif in early Christian literature. A mountain also features as the location of the Synoptic
transfiguration scene, which is referenced in 2 Pet 1.18 explicitly as &v 1@ ayio opet.
Mountains in dialogue gospels are sites of teaching, revelation and commission; they
can be in Jerusalem or Galilee. In ApJohn, John turns from temple to mountain, which King
interprets as ‘a spatial setting that metaphorically suggests one must turn away from worship
of the lower false gods and from the things of the world in order to comprehend the truth’.*
EpPetPhil, ApocPet, 1 ApocJas and SophJesChr are all set on a named mountain. The first
appearance in EpPetPhil has the disciples on ‘the mountain which is (the) place of Olives’
(MTOOY €TE WAYMOYTE €POY X€ MaNLX0€1T), significant to the evangelist as it recalls the time

‘when he [Jesus] was in the body’ (poTan eqen caoma [nuc 133,13—17]). ApocPet likewise

'8 Evans regards the typical location for ‘gnostic’ resurrection appearances to be the Mount of Olives. However,
he notes that, ‘the appearances of the Risen Christ can occur in different locations, e.g. the desert (Ap. John II,
1:19), during a walk (Thom. Cont. II, 138:3), or even on a boat dock (Acts Pet. 12 Apost. VI, 1:33-2:1)’, Craig
A. Evans, ‘Jesus in Gnostic Literature’, Biblica 62, no. 3 (1981): 408. Also, Francis T. Fallon, ‘Gnostic
Apocalypses’, ed. John J. Collins, Apocalypse: The Morphology of a Genre, Semeia 14 (1979), 125; Tuckett,
Mary, 36.

19 Terence L. Donaldson, Jesus on the Mountain: A Study in Matthean Theology, ISNTSupp 8 (Sheffield:
JSOT, 1985).

2 Karen L. King, The Secret Revelation of John (Cambridge, MA and London: Harvard University Press,
2006), 154.
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has Jesus ‘sitting on the Mount of Olives’, engaging in dialogue with the disciples (1.1).
Presumably these texts refer to the Mount of Olives near Jerusalem (as in Matt 21.1),
although SophJesChr relocates it to Galilee (g 79, 6-9). In 1 Apoclas, James awaits Jesus’
return on ‘the mountain which is called Gaugélan’ (MToOY €T€ WAYMOYTE EPOY X€ TAYTHAAN
[nuC 30,19-20]), where the risen Jesus appears to him.

The appearance of Christ in SophJesChr is also particularly noteworthy for GMary.
As was proposed, the short opening ‘After he rose from the dead’ may be comparable to

GMary’s beginning. Also, the group explicitly includes women. The location is specified:

MNNCa NTPEYTMOY EBOX 2N NETMOOYT NTEPOYEL NG1 TEYMNTCNOOYC
MMAOHTHC MN Ca)YE NCRIME €TE NEYMAOHTEYE Na €2PAl ETTAANAIA M
MTOOY €TE WAYMOYTE EPOY X€ MANTH 21 PaW€ €Yanopt oY (sg 77,9-78,2)
After he rose from the dead, his twelve disciples and seven women who were
his disciples came to Galilee onto the mountain which is called Divination and

Joy. 2

‘Divination and Joy’ is differentiated from the mountain ‘which is called (the) place of
Olives, in Galilee’ (€Tem)aYMOYTE €POY X€ Ma N{T}XO0€IT M€ 2N Trarnala [pg 79,7-9]),
where he taught them about the perfect flesh. A mountain in Galilee is shared not only with
Matthew but also PistSoph (4.142 [369,8]).

There are several other reasons to suggest that the location of GMary is a mountain.
Firstly, the Saviour’s final instructions are closely connected to the Matthean commission. As
the location of the commission is significant, it is possible that the author of GMary shared
this tradition. Secondly, the mountain is a place of announcing apostolic authority. Mark and
Luke have Jesus choose the Twelve on a mountain (Mark 3.13—19; Luke 6.12—16) and the
Markan version also anticipates the commission (Mark 3.14). Apostolic authority is a
particular concern in GMary as the disciples debate whether Mary is to be trusted to teach the
authentic words of Jesus. Mountain locations may reflect a new, or superior, choosing of key
apostles. Thirdly, in Matthew, the eschatological discourse is set on the Mount of Olives,

demonstrating that it is an appropriate location to impart eschatological revelation. In GMary

21 The name of the mountain MaNTH 21 pa)e may be from pavteia or could be ma n TH (place of harvest),
Marvin Meyer and Madeleine Scopello, ‘The Wisdom of Jesus Christ’, in The Nag Hammadi Scriptures: The
International Edition (New York: Harper Collins, 2007), 287 n.3.

2 The appearance of Jesus in Book One is on the Mount of Olives (1.2 [4,13]).
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a mountain is the most likely location for the appearance of the risen Christ, his commission

to preach, and his revelation of eschatological realities.

3.1.3. The Disciples

With the location on a mountain in mind, one would naturally ask who was there and what
were they doing. The end of page 6 will almost certainly have read a disciple’s name and
nexe (insert name) nay xe. Considering the format of other dialogues, disciples usually take
it in turns to ask questions and so, as Peter asks the following question, it may be suggested
that it is another disciple who asks about the destruction of matter. Levi and Andrew are most
likely among the named group of disciples in the dialogue. Mary may have played a role, as
she does in DialSav, GThom, SophJesChr and PistSoph; however, it is also likely that, as she
rises when the Saviour departs (in a Paraclete-type role), she was earlier in the background.
In comparable dialogues, other named disciples asking Jesus questions are Philip, Matthew,
Thomas, Mary and Bartholomew (SophJesChr); Matthew, Mary and Judas (DialSav); and
Peter, Thomas, Philip and Judas (John FD). Small groups of disciples were common, and so
it is possible that in GMary it is just Peter, Andrew and Levi in conversation with the Lord.
However, this does not mean that a larger group of disciples were not onlookers.” We find
this in SophJesChr, in which the Saviour appears to twelve disciples and seven women, as
quoted above, but only five questioners are named.

There are also commonalities between the concerns of the disciples in gospel
dialogues. Luttikhuizen argues that: ‘A characteristic feature of Gnostic revelation dialogues
is the account of the perplexities and the troubling questions of the recipients prior to the
appearance of the heavenly revealer’.** Again, we meet SophJesChr, in which shortly before

the appearance of the Saviour, the disciples are pondering the greater questions:*

2 This may account for the use of ‘all’: Jesus says farewell to them ‘all’ (Tupoy [8,13]) and Mary greets them
‘all’ (Tupoy [9,13]). ‘All’ is used in SophJesChr (sg 79,13), EpPetPhil (xuc 140,17) and ApJas (1,24; 2,8; 2,27)
to refer to the larger group of disciples. Furthermore, we find disciples or apostles asking questions collectively:
e.g. SophJesChr (zg 102,7—-14; 112,19-24), DialSav (126,5-8; 139,13—15). This is also possible in GMary.

2* Gerard P. Luttikhuizen, ‘The Evaluation of the Teaching of Jesus in Christian Gnostic Revelation Dialogues’,
NovT 30, no. 2 (1988): 158. He cites Zostrianos, SophJesChr, ApJohn, EpPetPhil and GMary as examples.
Luttikhuizen builds on Perkins’ suggestion that, before the appearance of the revealer-figure, the disciples are
generally being persecuted, preaching or writing/discussing Jesus’ words; Perkins, The Gnostic Dialogue, 42.
25 This may be in reference to debating Jesus’ words, as in Perkins’ typology.
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€YATOP1 OY €TBE OYTIOCTACIC MITTHPY MN TOIKONOMIa MN TETPONOIa €TOY22B
MN TaPETH NNEZOYCIa €TBE 2B NIM €TEPENCMTHP €1P€ MMaY NMMAY
MMYCTHPION NTOIKONOMIa €TOY22B (pg 78,2—11)

They were puzzled about the underlying reality of all things and the plan of
salvation, and the holy providence, and the power of the authorities, (and)
about everything that the Savior was doing with them in the mystery of the

holy plan of salvation.

The disciples are ready to ask the Saviour their unanswered questions, and in GMary Peter
says that the Saviour has told them all things (7,10—-11). It may be best to assume that the
disciples played a similar role to those in SophJesChr. In the rest of the text, the disciples are
not anonymous characters without personality; they are active interpreters of the Saviour’s

words, and so it fits that they would be hoping to question Jesus before his final departure.

3.1.4. The Appearance of the Saviour

With Christ in a resurrected form, there are fewer restrictions on how he may have appeared.
As we saw in chapter two, in Mark 16.12 Jesus appears &v £€tépg pop@fi, which is probably
related to his unrecognizability in Luke 24.16 and John 20.15. In Luke 24.16 as in GJudas
33,18-21, Jesus appears in a different form in order to conceal his true identity.?® Other
dialogue gospels, however, have Jesus appear in a different form to make him hyper-
recognizable — SophJesChr includes a luminous appearance, ApJohn narrates a polymorphic
christophany and EpAp depicts an entirely fleshly resurrected Christ.

The Saviour in GMary manifesting himself in a different form would be in keeping
with the extant gospel. Within the text itself, Jesus’ terse exit, ‘he departed’ (agBwxk [9,5]),
leaves open a number of interpretations.”” Also, Mary sees the Lord in a vision (9,10-12),%
and a vision means that the appearance of the revealer is not bound by the conventions of

flesh. Mary does not waver when she sees the Lord in a vision (10,14—15), which may signify

%6 Although, as noted in chapter two, the disciples not recognizing Jesus in Luke is not necessarily because Jesus
has appeared in a different form.

%7 See Hartenstein, Die zweite Lehre, 145.

28 The vision appears to have occurred on the same day that Mary tells Jesus about the vision; but the evangelist
provides no time frame (unless it is in pages 1—6). The vision could be pre- or post-resurrection, and Hartenstein
has persuaded King that it refers to a kind of transfiguration scene, Hartenstein, Die zweite Lehre, 130, 153;
King, Mary, 175. However, the strong connections to John 20 suggest a post-resurrection setting.
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an unexpected form.” A new form, in both the vision and the opening dialogue, would
highlight Jesus as resurrected Saviour, who brings open speech and soteriological revelation.
Although this remains plausible at best, there are intra-textual reasons and compelling

parallels from cognate contemporary texts.

3.1.5. The Missing Dialogue

One thing we can say with some level of certainty is that the Saviour had been engaged in
dialogue for some time. Peter states, ‘Since you have told us everything, say one other (thing)
to us’ (2C AKTAMON €2(MDB NIM XM MMKeOYa €poN [7,10—12]). As Jesus told Peter and his
companions everything, we can expect a number of questions and answers before the
beginning of page 7.

Continuing with the comparative approach, the kind of questions may be deduced. At
the extant beginning of GMary, the questions are ‘will [Ma]tter be de[stroy]ed or not?’
(e[Y]\n s€ Na oyw[6]n xn MMon [7,1-2]) and “What is the sin of the wor[ld]?’ (oy ne nmnoBe
mnkocMoc [7,12]). The questions are concerned with the fate of the cosmos and the state of
humanity. These two questions represent a certain fype of interest. For lack of a better phrase,
these are concerns of the ‘bigger picture’. It could be said that they are ‘cosmocentric’ rather
than christocentric. Other dialogue gospels share the focus on ‘cosmocentricism’: in DialSav,
Judas asks what existed before creation (127,19—21) and the disciples of SophJesChr are
looking for the plan of salvation (gg 80,1-3). Others, such as ApJas and John FD, are framed
in a more christocentric way, with questions regarding Jesus, his Father and how the disciples
relate to them, as discussed briefly in our comparison of John FD and ApJas in chapter two.
A number of dialogue gospels are also concerned with Jesus’ departure, and the questions

and issues discussed are framed within the realization that the disciples’ time with the

¥ It may also signify the mere fact that Mary thought that Jesus was dead.

3 Questions are generally shorter than the Saviour’s reply and would not have occupied more than a few lines.
The Saviour’s answer takes up the first 9 lines of page 7, with the hearing formula at the end. The Saviour’s
direct reply to Peter’s two-line question is seven lines long (7,13—20) with an extension of the reply to another
hearing formula (8,11). Sometimes, an answer can become a monologue. On average, there are 23 lines per page
of the Coptic GMary, leaving 138 lines for pages 1—6. The only fully extant question is three lines in length, and
it would seem that the previous question was around two. The Saviour’s answers take up between seven lines
(for the first) and 17 lines (for the second). If we permit three lines per question and 10 lines per answer, that
would leave space for nine questions and answers, and for a short appearance narrative. Of course, this is highly
speculative but it gives a suggestion of what the first pages once contained.
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Saviour is almost over. As we have seen, this is the focus of John FD, ApJas and, in parts,
1Apoclas.

In GMary, a major concern is how to live in the absence of Jesus — how will the
disciples preach and how will they be saved. The dialogue between Jesus and the disciples is
not the complete revelation and leaves the disciples in distress. The text continues with Mary
revealing the salvation of the Soul. Presumably the dialogue with Christ foreshadows the
revelation of the Soul’s ascent, especially in light of the parallelism between Matter
dissolving and the Soul ascending, both returning to their origins. The questions from the
disciples at the beginning of the gospel may have been both christocentric and cosmocentric,
and in many places, these two are not easily distinguished.

As stated at the beginning, these suggestions are not meant to act as a reconstruction
of the text. Intra-textual exegesis of GMary, as well as looking at the text within its genre,
allows for speculations about the missing content at the gospel’s beginning. For example,
GMary’s focus on eschatological teaching and mission might point to a mountain setting, and

Mary’s Paraclete-type role might suggest that she has not featured earlier in this text.

3.2. The Saviour’s Farewell Discourse

Immediately prior to Jesus’ departure, he gives a short, hortatory monologue, which we will
call his farewell discourse (FD).3! This monologue contains a dense quantity of material
shared with the canonical gospels.** The concentration of direct canonical ‘allusions’ in this
short speech is one of the text’s most curious features. Whether the allusions demonstrate
literary dependence has been contested. In 1982, Tuckett argued that the author had access to
(at least) the post-redactional apocalyptic discourses of the synoptic gospels, concluding that
‘[t]here is virtually no evidence for the use of pre-synoptic sources’® — a theory he has
maintained ever since.* King rejects this hypothesis, arguing that Tuckett made the usual but
incorrect assumption that GMary was influenced by the canonical gospels.* King argues for

five factors that would potentially suggest literary dependence: (1) citation; (2) ordering of

31 The FD is quite separate from the preceding dialogue. Jesus’ greeting highlights their division. See
Hartenstein, Die zweite Lehre, 143.

32 All GMary exegetes agree that here ‘there is a significant clustering of echoes or allusions to the canonical
gospels’. See Tuckett, Mary, 57.

33 Christopher M. Tuckett, ‘Synoptic Tradition in Some Nag Hammadi and Related Texts’, VC 36, no. 2 (1982):
180, 184.

3 Tuckett, Mary, esp. 55-75.

% King, Mary, 93.
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material; (3) narrative context; (4) citation formula; and (5) specific language. Applying these
factors to GMary, she contends that ‘[i]t does not show a consistent pattern of similarity to
any one source or set of sources known to us, whether in word for word citation, ordering of
materials, context, or theological emphasis’.** Whether GMary knew these canonical texts in
the form we have today might be an insoluble question, but it does seem that GMary had
knowledge of traditions within the canonical gospels (and Pauline epistles), and was
composed later than these texts. We will not ask further questions about direct dependence,
but instead acknowledge intertextuality. Each intertextual link within GMary offers a new
interpretation of the canonical language, grounded in the message of the later gospel. As
Hartenstein writes, GMary’s use of traditional material shows a high degree of exegetical
artistry.”’

The FD can be divided into three parts: the double-peace farewell; instructions for the
individual; and instructions for the benefit of the community. Each section demonstrates new
interpretations and formulations of well-known Jesus sayings. By exploring these
interpretations, it is possible to further situate the evangelist’s message in the context of

emerging Christianity.

3.2.1. The Double-Peace Farewell

The first expression is a ‘double-peace saying’:

OYEIPHNH NHTN TaEIPHNH XT1OC NHTN (8,14—15)

Peace to you. My peace, acquire to you.

The peace greeting is common in early Christian literature, often in the context of a greeting
from the resurrected Christ appearing to his disciples.* In GMary, however, OYEIPHNH NHTN

is meant as a farewell rather than a greeting.

% King, Mary, 114. Tuckett and King are the two main contenders in this debate. Perkins provides the brief
suggestion that Mary knew a sayings collection, Perkins, The Gnostic Dialogue, 134-35.

37 “MLE. verweist diese Verwendung traditionellen Materials zur Vermittlung eigener Inhalte auf ein hohes Maf
an exegetischer Kunstfertigkeit’, Hartenstein, Die zweite Lehre, 156.

38 John 20.19, 21, 26, Luke 24.36, SophJesChr nuc 91,2122 and EpPetPhil nuc 140,15-20 all share the post-
resurrection setting. Due to these correlations, King suggests that the author of GMary may have expected her
readers to understand the peace-saying to be set within this post-resurrection framework, King, Mary, 99.
Hartenstein wonders whether Jesus is here repeating his greeting at the start of the gospel, Hartenstein, Die
zweite Lehre, 144. However, this can only be speculative. On the frequent occurrence of the peace saying,
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The closest parallel to the farewell double-peace saying is John 14.27: ‘Peace I leave
with you. My peace I give to you’ (Eiprivnv deinut duiv, gipivnv thv éunv 8idmut dpuiv). The
twofold structure of the saying with the repeated dative Ouiv and a possessive in the second
clause (giprjvnv v éunv) mirrors precisely the structure of the saying in GMary.
Furthermore, in both gospels, the phrase commences a farewell with Jesus imparting
instructions to be enacted in his absence, despite one being set pre-crucifixion and the other
post-resurrection.

The purpose of the saying is also different in John FD and GMary FD. In GMary, the
peace is based on the disciples actively receiving it. This point is best expressed in the second
clause of GMary 8,15: ‘my peace, acquire to you’ (Ta€IPHNH XII0C NHTN). X110z is also used
in Levi’s instructions to put on the Perfect Man: ‘let us be ashamed and put on the Perfect
[18,15—17]). Acquiring the Perfect Man requires action. In contrast, the Sahidic John reads,
‘Peace I leave to you. It is my peace that I give to you’ (+K® NHTN NOYEIPHNH TAEIPHNH €T€
Te 1+t MMmoc NHTN [14.27]). The verb kw equates to the Greek doinut and + to didmut. In the
Johannine saying, Jesus is the active participant and the disciples the passive recipients of the
leaving/giving. In GMary, the disciples must take action.

The reason for this may be related to the Paraclete, whose coming will follow the
departure of Jesus.?® John could allow the disciples to be passive recipients due to the
promised arrival of an external agent. GMary’s eschatological teaching, on the other hand,
omits a future expectation of a divine spirit (and also the Parousia); Mary steps into a
Paraclete-type role, comforting and teaching the others, and reminding them of the words of
Jesus. The individual soul must make its own way to heaven, following Jesus by
remembering his teachings. There is no external help yet to come — the disciples must figure

it out for themselves.** It is not Jesus leaving or giving the peace, as in John; it is the disciples

particularly in contexts of war, relationships, Stoicism, death and eschatological hope, see Craig S. Keener, The
Gospel of John: A Commentary, vol. 1 (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Academic, 2003), 982. Fallon regards the
peace greeting as a modification of a self-identification, common in gnostic apocalypses, Fallon, ‘Gnostic
Apocalypses’, 129.

¥ Brown states that the peace is based on the promise of the Paraclete ‘to be actualized on Easter night... It is
the peace of being freed from sin and united to God, the only complete fulfilment of all our wants. This peace
cannot be disturbed by Jesus’ departure to the Father; for that return, his glorification, effects peace’, Raymond
E. Brown, The Gospel and Epistles of John: A Concise Commentary (Collegeville, MN: Liturgical Press, 1988),
78. Not everyone agrees with Brown’s reading of John’s Paraclete, see George Johnston, The Spirit-Paraclete in
the Gospel of John, SNTMS 12 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1970), esp. 123-25.

40 Cf. King’s suggestion that the interiorizing of the peace is the startling twist that GMary offers, King, Mary,
99. She argues that the fundamental purpose of GMary is to instruct the disciples to turn inwards and thus the
gospel ‘emphasizes the interiority of the peace in a way that is missing in the other [gospel] accounts’ (99).
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actively receiving it. Throughout the gospel, they must be prepared to be active participants

in the Saviour’s message.

3.2.2. Instructions to the Individual Disciples

The next section of the FD is aimed at the individual disciple, and this can be split into three
parts. First, a warning against those who attempt to deceive them; second, the knowledge of
where to find the Son of Man; and third, the instruction to follow, seek and find him. This
section has numerous intertextual links with the synoptic eschatological discourses but, to

avoid overlap with the following chapter, they will only be briefly discussed here.

APE2 MIIPTPEAAAY PIAANA MMIDTN €4X (M MMOC X€ €1C HITE MIIEICA H €IC 2HIE
MIIEEIMA TIAYHPE TAP MIPMOME €JAOTT MIIETNROYN OYERTHY TN NCIDY NETWINE
Ncwy ceNacNTq (8,15-21)

Beware, do not allow anyone to lead you astray saying, ‘Look in this
direction’ or ‘Look in this place’. For the Son of Man is within you. Follow

him. Those who seek him will find him.

The warning against being deceived is a theme of the synoptic eschatological discourses, for

example:

PBAEmETE U1 TIC DUAG TTAAVIOT: TOAAOL YOp EAevoOvVTOL ETL TG OVOUATI OV
Aéyovteg, 'Eyo giut 6 Xp1otdg, kai moAlolg mAavnoovoly (Matt 24.4-5; cf.
Mark 13.5-6 // Luke 21.8)

Beware that no one leads you astray. For many will come in my name saying,

‘I am the Messiah’ and they will lead many astray.

The parallels within the synoptic gospels are relatively similar: the warning is always in the

context of those who profess false teachings and often those who claim to be the messiah are

However, if the evangelist sought to emphasize the interiority of peace, it is peculiar that she was not more
explicit. The Coptic NHTN means nothing more than ‘to you’ in ‘peace to you’ and ‘receive my peace to you’. It
cannot be compared to ‘the Son of Man exists within you’ (nwupe mripwme eqayort MrreTNEoYN [8,19]). There is
no reason to read the ‘peace’ as particularly interiorized.
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in view.*! GMary’s warning, on the other hand, is aimed at those who claim that the Son of
Man is not within. This makes the language in GMary closer to another occurrence of the

warning in Mark and Matthew:

Té1E €4V TIC Vv €imtn, TS0 Gde 6 Xp1oTdg, fi, DSe, Ut moTeVONTE. .. L0V ODV
gimmwoly OUiv, TdoL &v T1 Eépnu éotiv, un ££EAONTE: T80V €V 101G TauEiOg, Un
TMOTEVONTE: DOTEP YOP T AGTPATT EEEPYETOL ATO AVOTOAMY KAl QAIVETAL EMG
dvoudv, obTmg Eotal N Tapovsia Tod LoD ToD AvBpwmov. (Matt 24.23, 26—27; cf.
Mark 13.21, 26)

Then if anyone says to you, ‘Look, here is the Messiah or there he is,” do not believe
it... So, if they say to you, ‘Look he is in the wilderness,” do not go out. If they say,
‘Look, he is in the inner rooms,” do not believe it. For as the lightning comes from the

east and flashes as far as the west, so will be the coming of the Son of Man.

The proximity of the warning and the explanation of the Son of Man in Matthew/Mark is
undeniably close to GMary.*> However, the way in which these two gospels employ the
warning clash. In Matthew, the warning directly refutes those who say the Messiah/Son of
Man is anywhere in particular; rather, he will come as the lightning flashes. His coming is a
future spectacle that will be manifest to everyone. In GMary, the warning is used to counter
this exact idea: the Son of Man is already present, internal and therefore limited to disciples
who follow him. The two evangelists move in opposite directions from a similar warning
statement.

The third part of the instruction to the individual, to follow-seek-find, demonstrates
further reformulation of traditional Jesus sayings. The command to follow reflects the
numerous instances in gospel literature where Jesus meets a future disciple and says
AxolovbBet pot. In the canonical gospels, this command is often enacted by the literal
following of Jesus across Galilee and Judea;** or refers to the conditions of discipleship (e.g.

Matt 16.24 + pars). Tuckett argues that in GMary:

I A point of contrast is that Matthew’s deceivers claim to be 6 Xpiotég (Matt 24.4) as opposed to Mark and
Luke which just have Eyd gip (Mark 13.6 // Luke 21.8).

42 Tuckett argues that ‘[i]t is uncertain how precise one should make any comparison here’, and, in any case, the
phrase in GMary is closer to Luke 17.23 ‘in being unspecific about the nature or identity of any false figures’,
Tuckett, Mary, 58—59.

# E.g. Matt 8.22, 9.9, 19.21; Mark 1.17, 2.14, 10.21; Luke 9.59, 5.27, 18.22; John 1.43.
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To ‘follow the Son of Man’ has been divorced from any relation to Christian
discipleship in the sense of following in the way of the cross; rather, it has been
radically internalized and ‘spiritualized’ in terms of a ‘Gnostic’ self-understanding

and set of ideas and presuppositions.*

Although this interpretation is persuasive, it only accounts for part of the meaning of the text.
GMary does not focus solely on turning inwards: internal spiritual achievement is a
prerequisite for the external activity of preaching the gospel, and also for the Soul’s
eschatological journey to heaven. Pasquier interprets the instruction to follow in GMary as to
take as a model.* Indeed, there are several examples of imitation throughout the gospel:
Mary imitates Jesus in his words and actions (9,10-24); Mary also imitates the Soul in her
silence (17,8); and Levi imitates both the words of Saviour’s farewell discourse and Mary’s
actions (18,5-19,2). Furthermore, the disciples’ Souls are to imitate Jesus’ heavenly journey.
GMary uses the command to ‘follow’ in a similar way to ApJas, in which it is found in an
eschatological-soteriological context: ‘I have commanded you to follow me, and I have
taught you what to say before the archons’ (22ip@nN ATOOTK" ATPEKOY2APK NCWEL aYD
A21TCEBE EIETK ABAN 2OYTOOECIC NNa2PN NNapXxmN [8,33—-36]). Here, the disciples are
instructed to follow the Lord to their place of heavenly origin.

It is also possible, though not certain, that Tuckett is wrong in saying that the
command to follow has been divorced from the sense of following in the way of the cross.
Aplas has the heavenly-earthly parallelism of persecution, also seen in 1ApocJas, and has
often been read as an invitation to martyrdom.*® Therefore, the invitation to follow reflects
Jesus’ words to Peter in John 21.19 (AxoAovfet pot). Just before Jesus’ death, he told Peter
that he could not follow him now but that he would be able to afterward (13.36), despite
Peter’s protest that he would lay down his life for him (13.37). After Jesus’ resurrection,
Peter becomes the shepherd who must lay down his life for his flock (10.11 + 21.18—19). It is
possible that the command to follow in GMary has a martyrdom connotation. Once Jesus
departs, the disciples are anxious about undertaking his command to preach, asking, ‘If they

did not spare him, how will they spare us?’ (ewxe€ neTHMMaY MIOY1TCO €POY Na@) NP€ ANON €Y

4 Tuckett, Mary, 156.

4 Pasquier, Marie, 62.

% David Brakke, ‘Parables and Plain Speech in the Fourth Gospel and the Apocryphon of James’, JECS 7, no. 2
(1999): 205; Jacques van der Vliet, ‘Spirit and Prophecy in the Epistula Iacobi Apocrypha (NHC 1,2)’, VC 44,
no. 1 (1990): 25-53.
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natco epon [9,10—-12]). Mary comforts the disciples, explaining that Jesus’ grace will protect
them (9,16—18). She does not say what from. Perhaps to follow the Son of Man in GMary is
to follow Jesus ascending into heaven, via the cross. Martyrdom may not be explicitly
encouraged in GMary, but that does not disqualify it as an option.

The seek/find command is also common in early Christian gospels (e.g. GThom 2,
38, 59, 92; BookThom 140,42—141,2; cf. Matt 7.7 // Luke 11.9) and may have circulated as a
freestanding saying.*’ The author of GMary uses it here in the same christological way as to
‘follow’.*® Those who seek Jesus within will find him, and this will ultimately lead the
disciple to her eschatological Rest. However, seeking and finding the Son of Man within is
also prerequisite for the penultimate instruction of the farewell discourse: to preach the

gospel.

3.2.3. Preach the Gospel but Do Not be Like the Lawgiver

In the final section of the FD, Jesus exhorts the disciples to act for the benefit of the wider
community.* The first part is a commission to preach; the second is an injunction against
laying down extra rules.

The first instruction, ‘Go then and preach the gospel of the kingdom’ (Bwk c€
NTETNTAWE0EID) MITEYATTENION NTMNTEPO [8,21-22]), leads to the gospel’s finale when the
disciples (or Levi alone if reading PRyl.GM) depart to preach.”® The command is clearly an
important motif in early Christian texts and is comparable to Matt 28.19, as discussed in
chapter two. GMary differs from Matthew in that we see the disciples’ reaction to the

commission:

47 See Francis Watson, Gospel Writing: A Canonical Perspective (Grand Rapids, MI and Cambridge: Eerdmans,
2013), 356-70.

8 King contends that readers who were familiar with both GMary and alternative seeking and finding
commands ‘would not have understood them in terms of borrowing or influence, but as differing, even
conflicting meanings of Jesus’ command’, King, Mary, 106.

# This goes against twentieth-century assumptions that so-called ‘gnostic’ texts focus on self-knowledge and
show little concern for others as they have a world-negating or anti-social attitude. For discussion of this point,
see Lance Jenott and Elaine Pagels, ‘Antony’s Letters and Nag Hammadi Codex I: Sources of Religious
Conflict in Fourth-Century Egypt’, JECS 18, no. 4 (2010): 557-589; Michel Robert Desjardins, Sin in
Valentinianism, SBLDS 108 (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1990).

% De Boer believes that ‘the main purpose of the Gospel of Mary is to encourage the disciples to go out and
preach the gospel’, de Boer, The Gospel of Mary, 56-57.
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AYPIME MTIY2 €YX M MMOC XE€ NNa@) N2€ ENNABIDK ()2 NPEONOC NTNTAWMEOEID)
NMEYATTEAION NTMNTEPO M) 'H'PE MIPOME EWX.€ TMETMMAY MITOYHCO €pPOY
Na@) Nge aNON eyNatco epon (9,6—12)

They wept much, saying, ‘How shall we go to the nations and preach the
gospel of the kingdom of the Son of Man? If they did not spare him, how will

they spare us?’

In GMary, the mission anxiety is directed towards preaching to the ‘nations’, which has led
Pasquier and Lithrmann to see a direct connection with Matthew’s use of £€8vog both in the
eschatological discourse (24.14) and the great commission (nafntevoate navra ta €60vn
[28.19]). They both see the use of €8vog as polemical against Matthew. Pasquier focuses on
Matthew’s Olivet discourse, which further connects to GMary through the unusual shared

phrase ‘the gospel of the kingdom’:

Kol knpuyBnceton todTo TO vy YEAMIOV THG Baciieiag &v OAN TH oikovuévn €ig
nopTLPLOV AoV 101G EBveoty, kal Tote fi€etl 10 Téhoc. (Matt 24.14)
And this gospel of the kingdom will be proclaimed throughout the world, as a

testimony to all the nations; and then the end will come.

She argues that Matt 24 and GMary FD share three elements, but these three elements are

formulated in opposite sequence:

Matthew: Preach the gospel of the kingdom to all nations (24.14) — warning
against error (24.23—26) — coming of the Son of Man (24.27).

GMary: Warning against error (8,15-18) — Son of Man within (8,18-19) —
preach the gospel of the kingdom (8,21-22).

For Matthew, the preaching of the gospel leads to the coming of the Son of Man; in GMary,

finding the Son of Man within is a condition of preaching the gospel.”*

3! Pasquier, Marie, 62. See also King, Mary, 108.
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Luhrmann, on the other hand, focuses on the Matthean resurrection scene, and

specifically the instructions in 28.18—-20, and the final instruction of the FD in GMary:

MIIPKa AAY N2OPOC €2Pal MapPa MENTAITOM) NHTN OYAE MIPT NOMOC NO€
MITNOMOOETHC MHITOTE NCEaAMAQTE MMIDTN NeHTY (8,22-9,4)
Do not lay down any rules beyond what I have appointed for you, nor give a law like

the Lawgiver in case you be dominated by it.

The admonition is further stressed by its repetition at the end of the gospel:

KaTa 6€ NTa{ 2N €TOOTN NTNTAWMEOEID) MIEYATTAEION ENKMD &N €2Pal NKELOPOC
OYAE€ KENOMOC Tiapa nenTancop (18,17-21)
... as he commanded us. And we are to preach the gospel, not laying down other rules

or another la[w] beyond that which the Saviour told us.

The stress on the importance of what Jesus has commanded them is shared with the Matthean

commission:

31800K0VTEG DTOVG TNPETY TAvTo oo Evetetlauny vuiv: (Matt 28.20)

... teaching them to obey everything that I have commanded you.

Liihrmann argues that the references to making new laws in GMary are a polemic against
Matthew, in which Jesus appears as a law-giver and instructs the disciples to obey his laws.*
Lithrmann goes as far as to question whether GMary takes up the tradition of Levi becoming
Matthew; and asks whether the real Matthew is here depicted as Levi, rejecting the gospel
under his name.> The eschatology of GMary and of Matthew appear to be at odds, but the
depiction of Jesus is not. Matthew’s instruction regarding the laws is more positive than
GMary’s — it is what the disciples should do, as opposed to what they should not do. But both
are about following Jesus’ teachings. It might rather be said that the stress on the importance

of what Jesus has commanded them is something that they have in common.

52 Liihrmann, Die apokryph gewordenen Evangelien, 45-47.
%3 ¢So wiire der wahre Matthius, dargestellt als Levi, derjenige, der mit dem Evangelium unter seinem falschen
Namen nichts zu tun haben will’, Liihrmann, Die apokryph gewordenen Evangelien, 47.
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In GMary, the napa clause in both passages above shows that the prohibition is aimed
at rules/law beyond the Saviour’s.> What constitutes these other rules and laws is a matter of
disagreement: de Boer assumes that Peter and Andrew are following different laws to Mary
about female prophets;™ Schaberg sees GMary as comparing Peter’s behaviour to ‘that of
heretical Christians or more likely that of the Powers... There are indeed rules or laws under
the surface of what Peter has said, rules that “dominate’ him’;> Pagels assumes that this was
written to combat the silencing of women, as seen in 1 Cor 14.33-35;”" and King offers a
setting of intra-Christian debate.*®

The warning in GMary is aimed both at the creation of new rules and not following
the Saviour’s command. The imposition of new rules was clearly an issue in early Christian
communities. As an example, the Didache proposes strict rules for fasting. The dmokpital
fast on Monday and Thursday, but the readers of the Didache should distinguish themselves
from the hypocrites by fasting on Wednesday and Friday (8.1).” These rules clearly extend
beyond Jesus’ teachings and were being debated among early Christians. Ptolemy refutes
those who practise fasting that has been prescribed for a particular day (Ep. Flora 33.5.13),
and this could well be the kind of situation that GMary is warning against.

However, most interpreters agree that 6 vopo8gtng is used to refer to Moses in
GMary.® Although GMary does not appear particularly interested in Moses or the Jewish
law, its placement alongside ApJohn in the Berlin Codex may account for the use of

vopobétng language. ApJohn regards Moses’ account of the history of humankind, as told in

5% Cf. PRyl.GM 22. Discussed below.

%5 de Boer, The Gospel of Mary, 206. The laws refer to women’s inability to experience a direct relationship
with God.

% Jane Schaberg, The Resurrection of Mary Magdalene: Legends, Apocrypha, and the Christian Testament
(London and New York: Bloomsbury Publishing, 2004), 177; King, Mary, 53—56. The rules that Schaberg
refers to are those of female oppression.

7 In conversation with King, see King, Mary, 56 n.9. Tuckett argues that as 1 Cor 14.34-35 is probably a post-
Pauline gloss, the author of GMary would have been unaware of it, Tuckett, Mary, 159 n.84. But the author of
GMary would have been aware of the sort of argument that shaped 1 Cor 14.33-35.

8 King, Mary, 54.

% See Kurt Niederwimmer, The Didache: A Commentary, ed. Harold W. Attridge, trans. Linda M. Maloney,
Hermeneia (Minneapolis, MN: Fortress Press, 1998), 132.

60 Lampe gives five options for 6 vopobétng: God, Christ, Moses, Paul or church leaders, G. W. H. Lampe, ed.,
Patristic Greek Lexicon (London: Oxford University Press, 1961), 919b. On the ‘Lawgiver’ being Moses in
GMary, see King, Mary, 53; Pasquier, Marie, 64; Michel Tardieu, Ecrits gnostiques: Codex de Berlin (Paris:
Les Editions du Cerf, 1984), 229. Tuckett writes that it unclear whether the Lawgiver in GMary is Moses
himself or the demiurge of the Hebrew Bible, Tuckett, Mary, 158. Contra, Hartenstein argues that the Lawgiver
is Jesus as he refers to laws that he has appointed. She separates the instruction to the disciples into two
prohibitions: (1) Jesus’ instructions are not meant to be supplemented or abolished, and (2) to act like the
Lawgiver may dominate the disciples. The domination by these new laws is mirrored to being dominated by the
powers, and what they try to do to the Soul. The disciples must not act like Jesus, Hartenstein, Die zweite Lehre,
145.
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Genesis, as incorrect. Teaching laws outside of God’s, with Moses as the vouobétng, is a
concern for Ptolemy, who teaches Flora that the law is defective. Ptolemy argues that the
Lawgiver (6 vouof€tng) cannot be the perfect God as the law still needs to be fulfilled by the
Saviour;®' but nor can the Lawgiver be the devil as the law abolishes injustice. In the first
instance, the Lawgiver is the demiurge or the ‘god of Justice’ (3.6—7, 7.5).%* The law is
subdivided into three commandments that are good (the decalogue), unjust (an eye for an
eye), and symbolic (rituals) (33.5). However, the law in the Pentateuch had multiple authors,
and some of its commandments were established by human beings (4.1). Ptolemy argues that

Moses created laws outside of God’s and is thus himself a Lawgiver:

AWAEYOUEVOS TIOL O GMTNP TPOG TOLG TEPL TOD AMOGTUGIOL cLE{NTODVTAG AVT®, O ON
amoctdoilov E€eival vevouoBétnto. £pn avtoig 6Tt Mmueiig Tpog Ty oKANnpokopdiay
VUGV EMETPEYEV TO ATOAVELV TNV YLvOiko aOToD. AT Apyfc Yap oL Yéyovev oVTMC.
Be0g Yap, pnoi, cuvélevEe TavTny TV culuyiov, kol 6 cuvélevéev 6 KUPLOG,
avBpwmog, £pn, un ywpitétw. 'Evtadba Etepov pev < tov > 100 050D delkvuot vouov,
TOV KmAVovTa xwpilesbul yovaika amo avopog avtiig, £tepov &€ TOV 100 Mmucémg,
TOV 810 TV okAnpokapdiayv Emtpénovta ywpilesbor TodTo 10 Ledyos. Kai 81 kata
10070 £vavtia T@® Be® vouobetel 6 Mwuotig * Evavtiov ydp €oTl < 10 dralevyvival >.
(4.4-6).

When the Saviour was talking with those who were arguing with him about divorce —
and it has been ordained (vevopoBétnto) that divorce is permitted — he said to them:
‘For of your hardness of heart Moses allowed divorce of one’s wife. Now, from the
beginning it was not so.” For God, he says, has joined together this union, and ‘what
the Lord joined together, let no man dissolve’. Here he shows that (the) law of God is
one thing, forbidding a woman to be divorced from her husband, while the law of
Moses is another, permitting the dissolving of the union because of hard-heartedness.
So, Moses laid down (vouobfetel) a law contrary to that of God, for separating is

contrary to not separating.®

81 As Thomassen writes, ‘the Saviour came to complete, abrogate, or change the Law by giving it a new and
spiritual meaning’, Einar Thomassen, The Spiritual Seed. The Church of the Valentinians, NHMS 60 (Leiden
and Boston: Brill, 2006), 123.

82 For a summary on the point I make concerning this text, see Francis T. Fallon, ‘The Law in Philo and
Ptolemy: A Note on the Letter to Flora’, VC 30, no. 1 (1976): esp. 45—47.

%3 Greek text taken from G. Quispel, Ptolémée. Lettre a Flora: Texte, Traduction et Introduction (Paris: Les
Editions du Cerf, 1949), 52. English text (adapted) from Bentley Layton, ‘Ptolemy’s Epistle to Flora’, in The
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Ptolemy has a relatively neutral view of the demiurge and Moses as Lawgivers. He writes
that Moses only created laws outside of God’s as a lesser of two evils.

GMary has a much more negative view of creating laws that deviate from the
Saviour’s commands than Ptolemy does of Moses creating laws outside of his God’s.
Although GMary does not necessarily have to be referring to the Jewish law, the gospel
shares Ptolemy’s view that only the Saviour’s law is perfect.”* GMary uses the traditional
vopoBgtng language but uses it to refer to community rules, possibly such as visions and
female authority. There is evidence later in the gospel that Peter and Andrew have become
dominated by these new rules as they declare Mary’s revelation as heresy.

Through the reformulation of traditional Jesus sayings, the FD generates a new
interpretation of the resurrected Christ. At points, his message is different from other gospel
literature but at other points it is recognizably the same. The Saviour in the FD teaches the
message of GMary: the disciples must play an active role; they are warned against an
apocalyptic Son of Man; invited to achieve spiritual enlightenment as a prerequisite for

preaching the gospel; and banned from creating new laws for the community.

3.3. Mary’s Intervention

Mary is characterized as a visionary, a teacher and, to some extent, a Paraclete. The
evangelist underpins her exalted status as the Saviour calls her ‘blessed’ (naiaTe [10,14]) and
Peter says, ‘Sister, we know that the Saviour loved you more than the other women’ (Tcwne
TNCOOYN X.€ NEPETICIP OYaWE NPOYO Mapa Tikeceene ncgime [10,1-3]).°° In many ways she is
recognizably the Mary Magdalene of other gospel literature, but she has been developed and
interpreted in new ways. Her exalted status mirrors her role as disciple, visionary and
dialogue participant in John 20, GThom, SophJesChr, PistSoph and DialSav. In GThom and
SophJesChr, she asks about discipleship and knowledge (GThom 21; SophJesChr xyc 98,9—
11, 114,8-12). In DialSav she is one of the three disciples to gain special knowledge and

Gnostic Scriptures: A New Translation with Annotations and Introductions (Garden City: Doubleday, 1987),
306-15.

8 Contra, Tuckett suggests that it is easier to ‘see here part of the general polemic employed by some Gnostics
against the “orthodox” that the latter are too dependent on, and use too much, the Jewish Law and its demands’,
Tuckett, Mary, 160.

55 The issue of Mary’s gender has been studied extensively and will not be discussed here. For my thoughts on
the matter, see Sarah Parkhouse, ‘The Fetishization of Female Exempla: Mary, Thecla, Perpetua and Felicitas’,
NTS 63, no. 4 (2017): 567-87.
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instruction. In PistSoph she is able to quote Isaiah, Psalms, Jesus and Paul®

and similarly in
DialSav she quotes Jesus (139,8—11). She is called ‘a woman who knew all things’ (ceme
eaceme enTupq [DialSav 139,12-13]).7

In GMary, Mary’s status changes slightly between the Coptic and Greek versions,
especially with regard to her relationship with the male disciples — they are only small

changes, but enough to make a difference. This is what we will explore here.

3.3.1. Mary and the Men

The Greek and Coptic recensions of GMary show instability in Mary’s relationship with the
male disciples, Peter, Andrew and Levi. We find the first substantial difference between the

Greek and Coptic MSS at the point when Mary arises:

TOTE aMAPIZAM TWOYN acalaze MMOOY THpoY (9,12—14)

Then Mary rose, she greeted them all...

[tote avaoctaca Mapt apun kot acralopevn ajutoug kateptinog [avTovg]...
(POxy.GM 8-9)
[Then Mary rising and greeting th]em, kissed [them...

The Greek verbs domalouévn (reconstructed) and katepiinoe correspond to the single verb
acraze in Coptic. It is debated whether POxy.GM ever read domolopévn and kotepiinoe:
Lithrmann and Tuckett suggest that two verbs match the spacing of the missing part of the
MS;%® however, Parsons disagrees, suggesting that the line would have read: téte dvoactaoca

Maprduun avtodg katepiinoe with acriaze replacing kotepinoe in the Coptic translation.®

66 1.18 [26,21-27.19]; 1.60 [119,5-12]; 1.62 [123,11-14]; 3.113 [293,18-294,1]. In PistSoph, she is also called
‘blessed among all women on earth’ (1.19 [28,21-22]) and ‘blessed by all generations’ (1.34 [56,11-13]).
Because of these titles, Shoemaker argues that this Mary is Mary Jesus’ mother, Shoemaker, ‘Rethinking the
“Gnostic Mary’”, 572—73. Brock, however, examines all of the unidentified Marys in PistSoph and argues that
they are all Mary Magdalene, Ann Graham Brock, Mary Magdalene, The First Apostle: The Struggle for
Authority (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2003), 47. Marjanen and de Boer agree with this
identification; Marjanen, The Woman Jesus Loved, 173—74; de Boer, The Gospel of Mary, 18.

87 Mary also has an active role in EpAp, GPhil and GPet, among others.

88 Liihrmann, Die apokryph gewordenen Evangelien, 109; Tuckett, Mary, 110.

89P. J. Parsons, ‘3525: Gospel of Mary’, in The Oxyrhynchus Papyri, Graeco-Roman Memoirs, Vol. 50 70
(London: Egypt Exploration Society, 1983), 13—14.
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Whether the Greek MS read domoalouévn is unimportant; the significance is in the translation,
assimilation, replacement or deletion of katapléw in the Coptic MS.

It is unlikely that katepiinoe has simply been translated as acniaze. In the Sahidic
NT kata@réw is always translated as +m,” suggesting that the translator of GMary would
not naturally have chosen acnaze for kata@iréw.” Till and Mohri propose that the two verbs
were assimilated: the word domoalopévn may have included a kiss of greeting and so acriaze
is simply an abbreviation of the longer donalouévn and kotepiinoe.”” However, Tuckett
rightly questions why then POxy.GM would have used both verbs, since by doing so it
indicates that ‘the “kissing” is something additional to a more general “greeting’.”

It seems, then, that the Coptic translator/scribe is purposefully replacing or deleting
katepiinoe. The question is why? In King’s earlier work on GMary she suggests that the
reference to kissing was excluded from the Coptic text as ‘the practice of exchanging chaste
kisses had come into disrepute in the later Egyptian Christian circles which produced the
Coptic version’.”* Although she does not cite him, Clement supports King’s claim as he
worries about the holy kiss being turned into a shameless act (Paed. 3.11.81). The concern
over sexual indecorum is a plausible reason; however, in the NT kata@iAéw never suggests a
sexual relationship and it is improbable that this is the primary concern here.

Rather than solely sexual indecency, the issue is also likely to be theological
indecency. In Penn’s extensive study of kissing Christians, he shows that the kiss was used as
a symbol of Christian unity and community. Christians could only kiss fellow Christians and
were prohibited from exchanging a kiss with potential heretics.” This is likely to be in the

background of GMary; the Coptic scribe/translator would not accept Mary kissing Peter and

"0 E.g. a son kissing a father (Luke 15.20), the kissing of Jesus’ feet (Luke 7.38, 45), and Judas’ kiss (Matt
26.48—49; Mark 14.45).

! Further confusion arises from the English translation of GPhil. Exegetes and translators generally regard
acnaze as kiss, with Jesus kissing his companion (xomwnoc), Mary Magdalene on her... (63,32—36). The
sentence ends with a lacuna but is usually reconstructed as mouth (po). For example: R. McL. Wilson, The
Gospel of Philip: Translated from the Coptic Text, with an Introduction and Commentary (London: A. R.
Mowbray & Co, 1962); Petersen, Zerstort die Werke, 145—47; Paul Foster, ‘The Gospel of Philip’, in The Non-
Canonical Gospels, ed. Paul Foster (London and New York: T&T Clark, 2008), 75; Karen L. King, ‘The Place
of the Gospel of Philip in the Context of Early Christian Claims about Jesus’ Marital Status’, NTS 59, no. 4
(2013): 578. The translation ‘kiss’ is based on the Tec- (her) and the assumption that the first word in the lacuna
that follows was probably Tamnpo ‘mouth’. But this would be an uncommon use of the word acrniaze.

"2Till, Papyrus Berolinensis 8502, 338; Erika Mohri, Maria Magdalena: Frauenbilder in Evangelientexten des
1. bis 3. Jahrhunderts, Marburger theologische Studien 63 (Marburg: Elwert, 2000), 262.

3 Tuckett, Mary, 121. He does not note this, but the kiss is a form of greeting: ‘Greet each other with a holy
kiss’ (acraze NNETNEPHY eNOYT €coyaaB [Rom 16.16; 1 Cor 16.20; 2 Cor 13.12]).

™ King, ‘The Gospel of Mary Magdalene’, 630 n.4.

75 Michael Philip Penn, Kissing Christians: Ritual and Community in the Late Ancient Church, Divinations:
Rereading Late Ancient Religion (Philadelphia, PA: University of Pennsylvania Press, 2005).

137



Andrew as they do not belong to the same community. Andrew essentially declares her a
heretic when he says ‘I myself do not believe that the Saviour said such things, for surely
these are alien teachings’ (aNOK M€N 1PIICTEYE AN X€ ATNICOP X€ Nal W)X € NICBOOYE TaP
enkemeeye Ne [17,13—15]). The omission of katepiinoe heightens the sense of disunity
within the group of disciples.

The idea of disunity is found throughout the Coptic text, especially in relation to the

Greek fragments. Another example is in Mary’s words:

AUCBTMTN ayaaN NpmuMe (9,19-20)

he has prepared us, he has made us Men

ovvNPTNKEV NUAG Kal Gvo[ug memoinkev] (POxy.GM 12)

he has united us and [has made us M]en

In POxy.GM, cuvaptdm has the sense of the disciples being joined or ‘knit together’ as
one.’® It is possible that it refers to elements of the individual being joined together into a
Perfect Man, but it can also be read as the group of Christians being joined together into a
holy community (cf. Eph 4.16, ¢ o0 mtév 10 6®u0. GLVAPHOAOYOVLEVOV KO
ouuPBalduevov...). In contrast, coBTe (prepared) in the Coptic has no sense of group identity
and pertains instead to the individual. Although these differences are slight, they are not
negligible.

In both the Greek and Coptic versions, the male disciples recognize Mary’s superior
knowledge and close relationship with the Saviour before she reveals it. It is Peter who
requests that she tells them what she knows; however, the words again differ slightly between

BG and POxy.GM:

XM NaN NNM2X € MICOP €TEEIPE MITEYMEEYE Nal €TECOOYN MMOOY NNANON &N OYAE
MINCOTM'0'Y ACOYMM)B NG1 MAPIRAM MEXAC X€ MEOHI EPMTN TNATAMA THYTN €pP0Y

(10,4-9)

7® The sense of cohesion that cuvaptdo implies can be seen through its use in Hippocrates: 1| &vo yva0og . ..
cuvrpTnTal T KEQOAT Kol ob Sinpbpwrar (the upper jaw is joined to the head and is not easily broken). Another
example is cuvnptnuévar [apetai] toig ndbeot ([virtues] are joined to the passions) (Aristotle). For these
examples and more, see Liddell, Scott, and Jones, eds. A Greek-English Lexicon (Oxford, 1843; 9th ed., 1940),
1699.
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“Tell us the words of the Saviour that you remember, those that you know and we do
not, nor have we heard them.” Mary answered and said, ‘What is hidden from you, I

will proclaim to you’.

ELTTOV OLV MUELV O[GOVLG GL YIVIOGKELG AOYO]US TOL CMTNPOS [0LG] NUELS OLK
nkovoauey vre[Aape Mapropun Aeyovoa oca vu]ag AovOOLVEL KO OLTTOLVTLOVEL®
ava[yyeio vuv] (POxy.GM 16-18)

Tell us [those words that you know] of the Saviour [which] we have not heard.” [Mary
answered, saying, ‘“What is] unknown to you and I remember, I will pr[oclaim to

you’.]

In both recensions, Peter is perfectly willing to acknowledge that the Saviour gave a private
revelation to Mary. We might expect an element of bravado from Peter, unwilling to accept
that a woman could possess hidden knowledge; however, the text shows no hint of any... yet.
However, the reason that the teaching is unknown to the male disciples has stronger negative
connotations in the Coptic. gnn suggests that the words of the Saviour were hidden from the
disciples. Tuckett does not regard this variation as significant;’’ however, according to King,
‘[i]n the Coptic version, Mary really rubs it in: she says that she has the teaching that has
been hidden from them... because the Savior singled her out’.”® Although gurt can be
translated from AovOdvom, it is more commonly used for kpVmte in the Sahidic NT, and so it
is more likely to have a sense of concealment than simply escaping notice.” There appears to
be a Coptic scribe/translator at work highlighting the unworthiness of Peter and his

companions in comparison with Mary.

3.3.2. “Verkorperung’ or Paraclete?

The language used to depict Mary’s relationship with the Saviour is different in the Greek

and Coptic:

"7 Tuckett, Mary, 123.

8 King, Mary, 84.

7 M. Wilmet, Concordance du Nouveau Testament sahidique, II. Les mots autochtones, 3, CSCO 185
(Louvain: Secrétariat du CorpusSCO, 1959), 1462a.
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2CTE NTATICOP YaX€ NMMaC Wa neema (17,8-9)

as the Saviour had spoken with her to this point.

MG TOL 6MTNPOG pey Pt mde epnkotos (PRyL.GM 21,4-5)

as the Saviour had spoken to this point.

Liihrmann regards these versions as radically different due to the Coptic addition of nmmac,
showing that the Saviour and Mary spoke with each other. He argues that the Greek,
conversely, implies that the Saviour had been speaking in and through her, making Mary a

“Verkorperung’ of the Saviour.® Tuckett questions this proposal:

[W]hether... Mary is a ‘Verkorperung’ (‘embodiment’) of the Saviour is not so
certain. Whilst there is no question that, in a number of important respects, Mary takes
on the role of the Saviour, nevertheless here Mary can be seen as simply the vehicle
through whom the words of the Saviour are transmitted to others via the report of her
dream. It may then be going a little too far to suggest that the Coptic text has

‘reduced’ Mary’s significance.®'

At no point does the gospel indicate that Mary has become the Saviour: she is in dialogue
with him, imitates him and, in some respects, replaces him. In all likelihood, this textual
variation is an addition to aid the narrative rather than demonstrating any theological
significance.

Mary does not become Jesus, but she does replace him. Mary rises as Jesus departs.
As Mary stands and speaks to the other disciples, her voice is elided with that of the Saviour
and she takes a position analogous to him. She becomes their consoler, comforter and
encourager, allaying their fears about mission and turning their minds towards the Good
(9,12-22). For these reasons, Petersen suggests that Mary fulfils the role of the Johannine

Paraclete:

Dabei erfiillt Maria die Rolle, die im Joh fiir den Parakleten angekundigt ist: Sie

trostet und ermutigt die JingerInnen und erinnert sie an Jesu Worte. Sie verkiindigt

80 Liihrmann, Die apokryph gewordenen Evangelien, 187. Also, Mohri, Maria Magdalena, 263.
81 Tuckett, Mary, 186-87.
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den JiingerInnen nicht ihre eigenen Ideen, sondern das, was sie von Jesus gehort hat.

Und durch ihre Vermittlung werden sie tiber das Kommende, namlich den Aufstieg

der Seele belehrt. Die Lehre vom Seelenaufstieg konnte fiir das EvMar durchaus auch

als ‘ganze Wahrheit’ bezeichnet werden; Maria vermittelt hier einen zentralen Inhalt

gnostischer Theologie.®

Indeed, there are many similarities between the Paraclete in John FD and Mary in GMary:

The Paraclete will come as Jesus departs (15.26;

16.7, 8, 13);

the disciples can recognize the Paraclete (14.17);

the world neither sees nor recognizes the Paraclete

(14.17);

the Paraclete will teach the disciples everything

(14.26); and the things to come (16.13)

will glorify Jesus (16.14);

will bear witness on Jesus' behalf (15.26);

will remind the disciples of all that Jesus told them

(14.26);

and will speak only what he hears and nothing on his

own (16.13).

Mary rises as the Saviour departs (9,5-12);

true disciples, such as Levi, recognize Mary’s status

(18,10-15);
The world, perhaps represented here by Peter and
Andrew, does not recognize or accept Mary (17,11—

17);

Mary teaches the disciples what they do not know;
and of the things to come (10,7-17,9);

Mary glorifies the Saviour (9,18—19);

Mary bears witness once the Saviour has departed

(9,12-20);

Mary reminds the disciples that which the Saviour

told her (10,4-9);

Mary only speaks what she has heard and nothing on
her own (17,7-9).

I want to draw attention to three points in particular. In John, the Paraclete will come as Jesus
departs. In GMary, the use of Twoyn (arose) in describing Mary’s ‘entrance’ suggests that
she only comes to the fore after Jesus departs. In both texts, the two revealers are in tandem.

The second point, that Mary reminds the disciples of the Saviour’s words, is clear through the

82 Petersen, Zerstort die Werke der Weiblichkeit, 141. Schaberg simply says that Mary is ‘much like the
Paraclete’, Schaberg, The Resurrection of Mary Magdalene, 172.
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short dialogue between her and Peter (although slightly different in the Greek and Coptic
versions, as discussed above). John insists that the Paraclete teaches nothing new, but does
not simply recall the past. As Brown writes, ‘the Paraclete played an interpretative role —
making what Jesus had said and done relevant and meaningful to succeeding generations’.*
Mary recalls only what the Saviour said to her, and makes it relevant for the disciples after
his departure, although they do not all agree with it. The third point, that Mary only tells the
others what she has heard from the Saviour, is so strongly demonstrated that she remains
‘silent because (or: as) the Saviour had spoken with her to this point’ (ackapwc pwcTe
NTAMCOP WaX€ NMMAC M nieema [17,8-9]).

Furthermore, in John the Paraclete is said to ‘declare to you the things that are to
come’ (ta épyoueva avoryyelel buiv [16.13]). Mary’s teaching is eschatological — she reveals
the ascent of the Soul. With this connection in mind, there is a new possible reconstruction of
a verb in POxy.GM. Tuckett follows Parsons in reconstructing dmoryyéAw in [oca vu]ag
AavBover Kol aropvnuovevue ama[yyelm vuv] (POxy.GM 18).% But he notes that the first
three letters are ‘very uncertain’.® The verb dvayyéAAo (to announce, make manifest,
unveil), is used for the Paraclete in John 16.13, as well as occurring in apocalyptic literature
in the sense of unveiling the truth of a vision.3¢ It is therefore plausible that this is the verb in
POxy.GM."’

It is not to be argued that Mary is the equivalent of the Johannine Paraclete. There are,

of course, differences between the two. Tuckett dismisses the connection outright, writing:

[T]he roles of the two figures in the respective texts, and the relationship of each
figure to Jesus, differ significantly. Thus the reminding function of the Paraclete
seems to relate more to a recalling of things already known (cf. John 14.26), not
mediating new teaching (as Mary does in her vision and to which Andrew and Peter
object). So too there is no idea of Jesus ‘sending’ Mary ‘from the Father’ as the
Paraclete will be ‘sent’ by Jesus (John 15.26). Conversely, there is no mention in

John of a relationship of love between Jesus and the Paraclete.®®

83 Raymond E. Brown, ‘The Paraclete in the Fourth Gospel’, NTS 13, no. 2 (1967): 129.

84 Parsons, ‘3525: Gospel of Mary’; Tuckett, Mary, 108.

8 Tuckett, Mary, 111.

8 E.g. Dan 5.12,15; 9.23; 10.21; 11.2 Theod; cf. Isa 46.10.

87 See Brown, ‘The Paraclete in the Fourth Gospel’, 121. Furthermore, Crum has dvayyéiiew for Tamo, W. E
Crum, A Coptic Dictionary (Oxford: The Clarendon Press, 1939), 413b.

88 Tuckett, Mary, 192 n.210.
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These are valid objections.? Indeed, there are further objections to be made against equating
Mary to the Johannine Paraclete; for example Mary does not seem hostile to the world nor
does she put the world on trial.”® Also, in John, the Paraclete ‘represents Jesus and has no
independent existence of his own... he is Jesus’ Doppelgénger or double, his alter ego’.%!
This is not true of Mary. And, she is not the spirit of truth (although she declares truths) nor
the holy spirit (although she is blessed).

But the idea of the Paraclete was not always understood strictly in the Johannine
sense — it was being reinterpreted by other Christian authors, and this might be what we see
in GMary. The Valentinians embraced the idea of the mapdxkAintoc, usually identifying it with
Christ,”? and the term Paraclete is used in ApJas, probably referring to Jesus: ‘Woe to you
who lack a Paraclete’ (0ya€l NHTN O NETMa2T' NNOYTapakiHTOc' [11,11-13]). Mani
declared himself a new incarnation of the Paraclete, and 2 Clement 6.9 uses the term in a
general sense.” In 1ApocJas, once Jesus departs (for the first time), James is called a
‘comfort’ (concix [cr 17,13]) and described as a ‘second teacher’ (mmepcag cney [cr 17,14—
15]), with his own disciples. ‘Comfort’ and Paraclete are closely related.’* For GMary, if we
interpret ‘Paraclete’ as a ‘comforter’ who reminds the disciples of the Saviour’s teachings

after his departure, Mary fits this role perfectly.

3.4. The Breach and Its Healing

In GMary, the four disciples play specific roles: Mary is a teacher, visionary and comforter;
Andrew is the champion of, for lack of a better word, ‘conventional’ teachings; Peter defends
male authority and open revelation; and Levi supports Mary and reminds them all of the

Saviour’s words. It could be said that the four characters exist on three levels, with Peter and

% However, it is quite possible that in the missing pages Jesus sent Mary to the brothers to teach them about the
ascent of the soul. The narratival connections to John 20 have been noted, and in John 20.17, Jesus sends Mary
to her brothers to tell them that Jesus is ascending.

% As Brown states for the Johannine Paraclete, Brown, ‘The Paraclete in the Fourth Gospel’, 114.

°! John Ashton, Understanding the Fourth Gospel, 2nd ed. (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2007), 442.

2 Exc. Theod. 23.1-12; Adv. Haer. 1.4.3.

% <Or who will serve as our advocate (Ju@dv mopdxkAntoc), if we are not found doing what is holy and upright?’
Bart D. Ehrman, ed., The Apostolic Fathers, LOEB 24 (Cambridge, MA and London: Harvard University Press,
2003), 174-75.

% Davies argued that the primary function of the term mapdxintog is ‘comforter’ based on its LXX background
of mapokaAgiv, a verb that John never uses. See J. G. Davies, ‘The Primary Meaning of ITapdkintog’, JTS 4,
no. 1 (1953): 35-38. Contra, ‘[W]hile “Comforter” is not an adequate translation, it does throw light on a facet
of the Paraclete’s role’, Brown, ‘The Paraclete in the Fourth Gospel’, 118.
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Andrew representing lower, unenlightened followers of Jesus, Mary as having achieved a
higher spiritual understanding, and Levi as something halfway: he understands that they
should listen to Mary and be focused on the Saviour, but he does not possess the knowledge
that Mary does.®

GMary tells a dramatic story. The disciples do not simply follow the teachings of the
Saviour; instead they fall out over them. The Saviour’s departure is followed by accusations
of lying, female insubordination, weeping and reprimand. Mary’s leadership role is not
accepted by Peter and Andrew, and Peter’s criticism of Mary is not accepted by Levi. The
three primary objections of Peter and Andrew are novel and/or strange teachings, secret

teachings and female authority, and these will be discussed here in turn.

3.4.1. Strange Teachings

As Mary falls silent, Andrew and Peter jump to attack her on the basis of the unfamiliarity of

the revelation:

AYOYMMB A€ NG1 ANAPEAC MEXAY NNECNHY X€ aX1 METETNXM MMOY 2 TIpa
NNENTACX[0]OY ANOK MEN TPMICTEYE AN X € ATICMDP X € Nl €EYXE NICBOOYE TP
SNKEMEEYE NE 24OYMDMB NG1 METPOC MEXAY 2 TIPa NNeeleBHY€E NTeemine (17,10-17)
Andrew answered and said to the brothers, ‘Say whatever you say about what she
said. I myself do not believe that the Saviour said such things, for surely these are

alien teachings’. Peter answered, he spoke such matters.

enkemeeye literally means ‘in other thoughts’, but ‘alien’ or ‘heretical’ are better translations.
In PRyl.GM the word is [eTe]poyvmpoverv (21,9—10), and the etepo- prefix signifies
heterodoxy.?® £&tepo- in 1 Tim 1.3 (ivo. mapoyysilng ticiv um £tepodidackalieiv) corresponds
to -ke- (Npoine eTMTKeCB), and so the ke in GMary represents ‘false’, not just ‘other’. The
first challenge to Mary is based on what was said, rather than who said it. Mary’s revelation
was her vision of the Lord in which he taught her about the ascent of the Soul, among other

things (there are four missing pages). This individual eschatological journey is distinct from

% This has possible allusions to the tripartite division of humanity in the Valentinian system, but this would
require a much longer study.

% The prefix is used in words that denote teaching false doctrines, for example £tepodiSackaiio and
£tepodolém; see Lampe, Patristic Greek Lexicon, 552b.
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the cosmic eschatology that the Saviour revealed in the dialogue of page seven, and unknown
to Jesus traditions which were to become canonical. Mary is essentially preaching a different
gospel to the one they are familiar with, and one that they claim is false.

Andrew’s objection to this revelation is also found in PistSoph, in which Andrew

cannot accept the teaching of the ascent of the Soul.

T2 X 0€IC EIPWITHPE AYD €IOAYMAZE EMAMO * X€ NPOME €TN MKOCHMOC €TEN MCMMa
NTEIZYAH TTAOC €YWANEL €BOX @M TIEIKOCMOC CENAOYMTB NNEICTEPEMMa MN NEIAPXMDN
THPOY ... MEIZMB OYN MaX061c qMokg NNagpal (2.100 [248,4-8, 13—14])

My Lord, I am astonished and marvel greatly that when humankind who are in the
world and in the body of this matter come forth (from) this world, they will surpass

these firmaments and all these archons... This fact now, my Lord, is difficult for me.

Jesus’ reaction is one of annoyance, asking how long he must suffer the ignorance of his
disciples. After Jesus repeats the teaching, Andrew understands, and the other disciples ask
the Lord to forgive Andrew’s ignorance — which he grants. The fact that Andrew comes to
understanding in PistSoph may give us a clue as to the end of GMary.

In GMary, Peter and Andrew are further able to challenge Mary’s teaching about the
Soul, due to the visionary nature of the revelation. She might just be making it up. Along
with prophecy, ecstasy and dreams, visions were part of the ongoing philosophical debate
concerning authority.’” There were acceptable modes of prophesying associated with
rationality — otherwise, it was considered madness.”® Visions were not always thought of as
true teaching and, conversely, they had the potential to question the value of apostolic
authority as they revealed new truths. Mary is well aware of what she is accused of,
answering: ‘My brother Peter, what do you think then? Do you think that I am thinking of
these (things) myself in my heart, or that I am lying about the Saviour?’ (nacon neTpe pie
E€KMEEYE €0Y EKMEEYE X € NTAI MEEYE EPOOY MAYAAT oM MaA2HT H €€61X1 GO ericp [18,2—5]).

She basically asks whether Peter thinks she is mad or bad.

%7 King argues that in early Christianity, in the majority of cases, female leadership was based on a woman’s
prophetic abilities. See Karen L. King, ‘Prophetic Power and Women’s Authority: The Case of the Gospel of
Mary (Magdalene)’, in Women Preachers and Prophets Through Two Millennia of Christianity, ed. Beverly
Mayne Kienzle and Pamela J. Walker (Berkeley and LA, CA: University of California Press, 1998), 21-41.
% See Laura Salah Nasrallah, An Ecstasy of Folly: Prophecy and Authority in Early Christianity, HTS 52
(Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2003); Christine Trevett, ‘Prophets, Economics, and the Rites of
Man’, in Revelation, Literature, and Community in Late Antiquity, ed. Philippa Townsend and Moulie Vidas
(Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2011), 43—64.
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The gospel shows Mary as a true prophet. The Saviour himself praises Mary’s
stability (nTekim an [10,14]), which shows her advanced spiritual ability in the face of the
divine. Often in early Christian literature, appearances of the divine resulted in fear and the
recipients falling or wavering;® however, the condition of stability was seen as part of the
unchanging spiritual realm, to which Mary belongs.!% After revealing her vision, Levi
recognizes that the Saviour thought her to be worthy (18,11).

Andrew and Peter’s challenge may suggest that the gospel was written in a milieu that
understood its marginality in relation to those who followed ‘conventional’ teachings. Many
scholars place the gospel in this context, arguing that the debate between Mary and Peter
signifies a larger debate between orthodox and ‘gnostic’ Christianity.'®! The phrase
enkeMeeye demonstrates the evangelist’s self-awareness that this gospel proposes a different
interpretation of Jesus’ teachings, whilst engaging with ongoing questions of true and false

revelation.!02

3.4.2. Secret Teachings

Peter’s objection is not just against the strangeness of the teachings, but also Mary’s gender

and the secrecy of the revelation.

A4XNOYOY €TBE TICP XE€ MHTI 24)aXE MN OYC2IME NX10YE EPON 2N
<OY>0YMN €BOX &N ENNAKTON 2(MMN NTNCITM THPN NCIC NTAYCOTTIC

Neoyo epon (17,17-22)

% E.g. At the transfiguration, the voice from the cloud causes the disciples to be overcome with fear and fall
facedown, Matt 17.6; and in Rev 1.17, John falls at the feet of the one like the Son of Man, playing dead.
Somewhat similarly, but perhaps out of shame rather than fear, the disciples fall on their faces when finally
realizing that the ‘ghost’ is not a ghost but the risen Christ in EpAp 12.2.

100 See Michael A. Williams, The Immovable Race: A Gnostic Designation and the Theme of Stability in Late
Antiquity, NHMS 29 (Leiden: Brill, 1985); King, Mary, 63.

191 Elaine Pagels, The Gnostic Gospels (New York: Random House, 1979), 12—14; Perkins, The Gnostic
Dialogue, 133; King, ‘The Gospel of Mary Magdalene’, 83—92; Hartenstein, Die zweite Lehre, 135; Tuckett,
Mary, 201. Schaberg argues that ‘Magdalene Christianity offers an alternative and a challenge to Petrine
Christianity, which has never been able to silence it’, Schaberg, The Resurrection of Mary Magdalene, 19.

102 As the concept of what was acceptable in the mainstream church hardened towards the end of the second
century, this may suggest that material was composed/edited into this form no earlier than the second half of the
second century. Although the date of composition is not a focus of this work, it may be worth noting.
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He asked them about the Saviour, ‘Did he speak with a woman secretly (and)
not openly to us? Are we to turn and all listen to her? Did he choose her over

us?’

Peter’s questioning of Mary’s status as a woman is certainly an issue in the text — her gender
is mentioned three times'® and relates to Peter’s objection in GThom 114 and PistSoph.'™
However, as the majority of scholarship on GMary addresses the gender issue, we will focus
on the accusation of secrecy. The nature of the objection is stressed through the repetition of
‘secretly’ (nx10y€) and ‘not publicly’ (oywng e€Box an), and should be read in light of Mary’s
earlier words: “What is hidden from you, I will proclaim to you’ (neexm epmTN tNaTaMa
THYTN €poq [10,8-9]), where gunt was used instead of AavOdver (POxy.GM), heightening
antipathy between the disciples.'®

Contention between open and secret knowledge is seen throughout the body of early
Christian literature. In Greco-Roman antiquity, it was common practice that certain things
were disclosed only to those who had reached a higher level of understanding, and we have
seen this through the ‘mystery’ language in Paul and the Synoptics. The idea of secrecy was
utilized polemically in later authors: Irenaeus claims that the Valentinians considered
themselves to be the recipients of hidden wisdom and so only revealed their beliefs to
insiders (Adv. Haer. 3.15.2),'% and Celsus made the same claim against all Christians (c.
Cels. 1.1.7).1

It is debatable to what extent Mary’s teaching is secret. Although she hears it alone to
start with, she does relay it to the other disciples. It is unlike the undisclosed revelation of
GThom 13, in which Jesus takes Thomas aside to tell him ‘three words’ (R@omT NWaxe),

but Thomas is unable to repeat these words to the other disciples.'%® Likewise, in 1ApocJas,

103 As well as the quote above, Peter acknowledges that the Saviour loved Mary ‘more than the other women’
(mapa ikecene nceive [10,3]) and Levi refers to Peter contesting ‘the woman’ (18,9).

1% In GThom 114, Peter says that Mary should be removed from the group of disciples ‘because women are not
worthy of life’ (Ncgiome Mnwa anmnmng). In PistSoph, Peter protests against Mary talking all the time: ‘We are
not able to suffer this woman’ (TNna@ anexe an NTeiceime [1.36 (58,12)]) and Mary later complains that she is
afraid of Peter because he threatens her and hates ‘our gender’ (nenrenoc [2.72 (162,16—18)]).

195 Pasquier notes that Peter’s opposition in GMary follows ‘le scénario classique de certains évangiles
apocryphes et indiquerait deux modes d'enseignement connus’. Peter’s problem lies in the fact that ‘[1]a
révélation secrete est un privilege. Elle manifeste 1'élection’, Pasquier, Marie, 98—99.

1% See also Elaine Hiesey Pagels, The Gnostic Paul: Gnostic Exegesis of the Pauline Letters (Philadelphia, PA:
Fortress Press, 1975), 57-58.

107 Also, ¢. Cels. 1.9, 12.

198 On this see Mark Goodacre, Thomas and the Gospels: The Case for Thomas’s Familiarity with the Synoptics
(Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2012), 177-79. He writes that GThom ‘encourages the initiate to go beyond the
public writings in [the] other gospels, and to trump them with its own private revelation’ (179).
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Jesus’ revelation to James is to be revealed only to select people for several generations,
when it will be disclosed to everyone (xgc 36,13—37,22). The GMary scenario is closer to
John 20 in that Jesus speaks to Mary alone, but instructs her to tell her brothers that he is
ascending (20.17).

3.4.3. Peter the Adversary

After Peter’s attack on Mary, she weeps and asks why he accuses her of lying. Before Peter

has a chance to respond, Levi steps in, rebuking Peter and defending Mary:

A4OYWM)B NG AEYEL TIEXAY MITIETPO'C’ X€ METPE XIN ENER KWOTT NPEYNOYSC TNAY
€POK TENOY EKPTYMNAZE €2N TECRIME NOE NNIANTIKEIMENOC EMXE ATICDTHP A€ 2aC
N2Z10C NTK NIM A€ @MWK ENOXC €BOA (18,5—12)

Levi answered, he said to Peter, ‘Peter you are always wrathful! I see you now
disputing with the woman like the adversaries. If the Saviour made her worthy, who

are you to reject her?’

ITetpe afer] oo[1] O oOpyLhoV: TOPOKELTOL KOl OPTL OVTMS GLVENTEL[C] TN YLVOIKL O
avtikepevog autn (PRylL.GM 22, 2—4)
Peter, wrath is always with yo[u], and so now you are disputing with the

woman like an adversary to her.

Here we see another variation between the Greek and Coptic MSS that again heightens the
antagonism between the disciples. The Greek Levi says to Peter ‘wrath is always with you’
(to opylhov mapakertor [22,2]), but the Coptic Levi calls him ‘wrathful’ (npegnoyesc [18,7—
8]). Although the meanings are similar, the Coptic puts Peter in line with an evil cosmic
power that the Soul must overcome called ‘the Wisdom [of the] Wrathful One’ (Tcodia

[W]pequoysc [16,11-1271).'%

199 Contra, Tuckett and Hartenstein who regard any polemic against Peter as mild, if present at all, Tuckett,
Mary, e.g. 197, 203; Hartenstein, Die zweite Lehre, 133—34. Hartenstein refers to Peter and Levi as having a
common basis in both accepting the Saviour as authoritative. Tuckett regards to opyilov
TOPOKELTOY/NPeYnOYGC as ‘less an accusation against Peter as an indirect apology for Peter, excusing his
behaviour: Peter’s accusation is simply due to his impetuosity, and may not reflect his more measured thought’
(202; italics original).
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The gulf between Mary and the male disciples is further reinforced by Levi in the
Coptic reading:

MANT®'C’ €EPETICADTHP COOYN MMOC ACHANMC €TBE Al 240YOWM)C NgoY0 epon (18,13—
15)

Surely the Saviour knew her infallibly, and therefore he loved her more than us.

TOVTOG Yap EKELVOG E10MS otV acp[ar]w[g] nyanmnoev (PRyl.GM 22,6-8)
For surely he, knowing her i[n]fallib[ly], loved (her).

Although both versions confess that the Saviour loved Mary, the Coptic emphasizes her
exalted status by adding ‘more than us’ (Wgoyo epon).''” The comparative widens the gap
between Mary and the male disciples, and fits with the harsher language used by the Coptic
Levi to Peter, discussed in the last example. The Coptic Mary’s exalted status is always at the

expense of Peter. In the Greek manuscripts, the disciples are on a more level playing field.

3.4.4. The Last Words of Levi

Levi’s speech becomes the final spoken words in the gospel. As Mary presumably continues

to weep silently, Levi reminds them all of the Saviour’s instructions.!!!

MAAAON MAPNMINE NTNT 2IMMWN MIIPMOME NTEXNIOC NTNXTOY NaN KATa 6€ NTaYRMN
€TOOTN NTNTAWEOEIW) MIEYATTENION ENKMD &N €2PAl NKEROPOC OYAE KENOMOC TTapa

MENTATICOP X004 (18,15-21)

191t has been debated whether the comparative was original. Marjanen suggests a Greek original which read
along the lines of fydnnoev pdAlov adthv 1 fiudc. The scribe of PRyl.GM missed a few words between two
instances of ndAAov (one in Marjanen’s reconstructed clause and the pndilov following nydnnocev in PRyL.GM),
Marjanen, The Woman Jesus Loved, 116. Tuckett agrees, as 1) ‘why would a later scribe add such a harsh
comment?’ and 2) the comparative phrase ‘provides a striking, if somewhat ironic, twist by Levi to Peter’s
earlier words that Mary was loved by the Saviour more than the other women’, Tuckett, Mary, 129.

" Tuckett emphasizes this point: ‘Further, it may or may not be significant that, in the sequel, the main
response to Peter’s (and derivatively Andrew’s) charges against Mary does not come from Mary herself but
from Levi (though Mary does make an initial response at 18.2—5). At one level, of course, Mary is simply
adopting the role expected of a woman at the time in being silent. Yet this is somewhat at odds with the earlier
part of the gospel where Mary has been far from passive or silent! All this may suggest, though, at least
negatively, that Mary’s “character” is not quite as perfect as some have suggested: she too can display the
weaknesses which the other disciples showed earlier. However positive the picture of Mary in the gospel is in
general terms, there are also features that are not quite so positive!’, Tuckett, Mary, 189-90.
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Rather, let us be ashamed and put on the Perfect Man and acquire him for ourselves as
he commanded us and preach the gospel, not laying down other rules or another la[w]

beyond what the Saviour told us.

noAAr[o]v aroyv[v]0w[ue]v ko evévoauevo[i] tov T[eAEl0]v AVOV EKELVO TO
npoota<y>0[ev nuew m[olimowuev knpvo{e}o[ewv t0] svaryy[e]Mov undev o[pliov
t[eg nInde vopobet[o]uvteg wg enfev o] cwtnp (PRyl.GM 22,8—-14)

Rath[e]r, I[et] us be as[h]amed and, having put on the P[erfect] Man, let [u]s do what
was comm/[an]ded us, to pre[ach the] gos[p]el, la[yi]lng down nothing [n]or law-

making, as [the] Saviour sai[d].

Here Levi is paraphrasing what Jesus said in his farewell discourse: (1) put on the Perfect
Man and (2) acquire him = (1) Son of Man is within and (2) follow, seek and find him.
Secondly, preaching the gospel and not laying down any rules unmistakeably reflect the
Saviour’s FD. Furthermore, Levi emphasizes that he is referring to Jesus’ earlier words by
saying ‘as he commanded us’ (kaTa € NTay e €TooTN [18,17]) and ‘beyond what the

Saviour told us’ (mapa nenTamicOp x004 [18,21]).!!

3.4.5. The Ambiguous Finale
The conclusion of the narrative is perhaps GMary’s greatest mystery. The variation between
the Greek and Coptic MSS alters the whole gospel. Although the Rylands MS is fragmentary,

it is unlikely that it read anything different from:

[tov]ta ermwv o Agv[eig pev anelbwv] npxev kn[pvccewv] (PRyl.GM 22,14—-16)
When he had said [the]se things Levi dep[arted] and he began to pr[each.]

12 King, Liihrmann and Tuckett suggest that the use of ¢¢ in Greek and napa in Coptic changes the meaning of
the text. In the Coptic, the disciples must not lay down any rules beyond what the Saviour said, whereas the
Greek reads as the Saviour said. King and Lithrmann see the Coptic as softening the command, King, ‘The
Gospel of Mary Magdalene’, 617; Lithrmann, Die apokryph gewordenen Evangelien, 119. Tuckett suggests that
the Coptic is a ‘somewhat over-literalistic, secondary attempt to tie Levi’s words together with Jesus’, Tuckett,
Mary, 131. But in his FD, Jesus tells the disciples not to lay down rules ‘beyond what I appointed to you’ (napa
neNTaITOWq NHTN [9,1-2]) and not to givegive a law ‘like the Lawgiver’ (Nee mnnomoeeTHc [9,3]). Therefore,
either ‘beyond’ or ‘as’ can refer back to the Saviour’s speech. I see the difference between the meanings in the
Greek and Coptic versions of Levi’s instruction as relatively insignificant (both refer back to Jesus) and unlikely
to be the result of active interpretation by a translator/scribe.
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Despite the lacunae, the extant singular verb fipyev matches 6 Agveic and so it is safe to

assume that Levi alone departs and preaches. The Coptic, on the other hand, reads:

[NTepe +£8 Jalayw aypapxel NBK [€TpeYT]amo NeceTameoelw) (18,21-19,2)

[When +8 ]and they began to depart [to tea]ch and preach

The plural aypapxel (they began) agrees with NceTameoelq) (and they to preach) and so the
plural is unquestionable. However, it is unclear who ‘they’ are. Do Peter and Andrew follow
Levi in listening to Mary and putting on the Perfect Man, and then proclaim the gospel? Or
are Peter and Andrew left behind as Mary and Levi go out to preach? As has been argued, the
Coptic text strengthens animosity between the disciples, but does it here imply a
reconciliation or rule it out altogether?

GMary interpreters are undecided which way to read it. Marjanen suggests that, due
to the tense tone of Levi’s final speech, the Coptic is a ‘cumbersome correction’ intended to
include Mary alone.!!® Tuckett writes of being left in a ‘textual limbo’ over whether the
breach is healed.'!'* If Levi and Mary do not get through to Peter and Andrew, the purpose of
the gospel is transformed. A lack of reconciliation would ensure that, despite friendship prior
to Mary’s revelation, there is continued polemic against other Christians. Those Christians
that Peter and Andrew represent will not accept the higher teachings of the heavenly Soul. It
would also warn against certain, possibly Petrine traditions that deny private revelation and
belittle female authority.

The Greek text certainly undermines Mary’s authority — she does not teach. Perkins

doubts whether Mary ever received the Saviour’s command to preach:

Although the narrative elements in Gospel of Mary depict her as the first to attain
gnosis, she is not a recipient of the commission to preach the gospel to the nations.
Gospel of Mary evidently understands the narrative accounts in which the risen Jesus

sends his followers out to preach to refer only to the male disciples.'"”

13 Marjanen, The Woman Jesus Loved, 119.
114 Tyckett, Mary, 193.
15 Pheme Perkins, Gnosticism and the New Testament (Minneapolis, MN: Fortress Press, 1993), 183.
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Tuckett also raises this question:

[T]he exhortation to preach is given earlier in the gospel to the male disciples, before
Mary appears on the scene (8.21-2, before 9.12). Thus it is by no means clear that

Mary is ever envisaged as an active preacher of the gospel at all.''

The idea that Mary was not an intended recipient of the commission, as well as being implied
by the ending of the Rylands fragment, is supported by her Paraclete-type role. Mary rises as
Jesus departs, and it is because of Jesus’ departure that Mary rises. Therefore, although she
may have been in the group of disciples for Jesus’ dialogue, she does not play an active role,
and the commission was not aimed at her.

The possibility that ‘they’ in the Coptic text did not include Mary is supported by
Mary’s own words to her brothers. When they weep over the idea of mission-related

persecution, Mary says:

MIIPPIME aYM MIIPPAYTIEL OYAE MIIPP 2HT CNAaY TE€YXAPIC TAP NaWMDIE NMMHTN
THP<T>N AYD NCPCKEMAZE MMM TN MAAAON X€ MAPNCMOY ETEUMNTNOG X€
AUCBTTN agaan NpmuMe (9,14-20)117

Do not weep and do not grieve and do not doubt! For his grace will be with you all
and will protect you. Rather let us give thanks for his greatness, for he has prepared

us, he has made us Men.

Mary does not say that Jesus’ grace will be with us and protect us. Yet, the first-person plural
is acceptable when she refers to giving thanks and to making the disciples (perfect) Men.!!®
Mary, despite her gender, can become a Perfect Man (in fact, she already has), but she may
not be a member of the preaching mission. This need not mean much on its own, but
PistSoph provides a similar impression of these gender politics. In PistSoph, Mary plays an

active role (perhaps the most active), relentlessly questioning Jesus to the point that he tells

116 He continues: ‘Mary is thus not necessarily presented as the archetypal, or ideal, preacher of the gospel.
Rather, she is presented more as the reliable guarantor of (at least part of) the content of the gospel, as the
recipient of the revelation, which perhaps others (Levi and perhaps other male followers) go and preach’,
Tuckett, Mary, 198 (italics original). Tuckett wonders whether the text is similar to Mark’s shorter ending, with
the women being silent in fear (194, n.216).

17 For the reading THp<T>t, see Appendix 2.

18 POxy.GM is not helpful here as these lines are so fragmentary.
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her she must allow the others to ask questions too (4.146 [377,16—17]). She is continually

called blessed. But at one point she says:

TMaX0€IC * MIIPGMNT €POl €IMINE MMOK €BOX X.€ AIENMXAE! NaK NOYMHHA)E NCOIT
TENOY G€ MaX0€IC MIIPGMNT €POl EIM)INE NCa 2B NIM 2N OYMPX MN OYACPaAIA X€
€PE NACNHY KHPYCCE MMOOY 2M MreNoc NTe TMNTpmme (2.88 [201,10-14])

My Lord, be not angry with me that I question you because I have troubled you many
times. Now my Lord, be not angry with me that I question all things with assurance

and certainty, because my brothers preach them among the nations of humankind.

In chapter two, we saw examples from EpAp and EpPetPhil in which male disciples
persistently question the Lord so as to be equipped for mission. In PistSoph, Mary
persistently questions the Lord because her brothers preach. She does not say because ‘we’
preach. There is no explanation of this, which perhaps suggests that it is just a given that
women do not preach.

Levi preaching alone in PRyl.GM means that Peter and Andrew do not. Tuckett
argues that the Greek GMary does not imply polemic against Peter: ‘[T]he Greek text simply
implies that, at this point, Levi goes out to preach: it may imply that, at this time, Peter does
not — but that in no way excludes the possibility that Peter goes out to preach later!”'"” This
seems unlikely. If Peter was to preach, having listened to Levi and accepted Mary’s authority,
the text would state it. In the Greek text, the final point about Peter likens him to the
avtikeipevoc/avtikepnévor — this, surely, points to polemic.

It seems more likely, then, that the Coptic text, by continually portraying heightened
antagonism between Peter/Andrew and Mary/Levi, allows for a greater reconciliation
between the two groups (a reconciliation that would not be as potent had the disciples been
less averse to each other, as in the Greek MSS). Just as Andrew in PistSoph comes to realize
that the ascent of the Soul is correct doctrine, the Coptic Peter and Andrew most likely accept
Levi’s instructions in GMary — especially as they are just rehashing the Saviour’s words.

Whether Mary preaches or not is unclear, but, in light of PistSoph, probably not.

19 Tuckett, Mary, 194.
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Conclusion

GMary cannot easily be divided into dialogue and narrative frame; the two eschatological
dialogues are integrally connected to the narrative that surrounds it. And much of this
narrative frame encompasses its own dialogues. Within the ‘narrative frame’, I have included
the Saviour’s farewell discourse, Mary’s Paraclete moment, her downfall at the hands of
Peter and Andrew, the final instructions from Levi, and the disciple(s) leaving to preach. I
have also suggested that a narrative setting opened the gospel. Most of these sections include
dialogue between the disciples themselves, whether it be comforting conversation or
argument.

The narrative frame tells us a lot about the message of GMary. It most likely began
with an explicit post-resurrection setting, and the opening dialogue is set on the eve of Jesus’
final departure. The disciples are going to be left alone; their Saviour is leaving them forever.
In the farewell discourse, Jesus prepares them for this, giving them instructions for the
individual and for the community.

Jesus’ departure then brings Mary to the forefront, in a Paraclete-type role. She
comforts the male disciples and teaches them about their salvation. I have argued that the
way she is portrayed in relation to the male disciples has different nuances in the Greek and
Coptic versions of the gospel. The Coptic signifies a greater sense of antagonism between
Mary and Peter/Andrew: in the Greek, Jesus has knitted his disciples into one community,
whereas in the Coptic, Mary does not kiss her heretical brothers. The breach between them is
dramatized after Mary’s account of the ascending Soul, in both Greek and Coptic, with
accusations of heresy, secrecy and ill will. It may be resolved when Levi reminds them of
Jesus’ instructions before he departed, and this may or may not bring reconciliation to the
group.

The surrounding narrative sets the scene for the two main dialogues: the Saviour and
his disciples and Mary’s account of her vision of the Lord. Both are eschatological in nature,

the first concerned with cosmic eschatology and the second with personal salvation.
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Chapter Four

The Cosmos and Its Undoing: The Cosmic Eschatology of the
Gospel of Mary

At the beginning of the extant gospel, a disciple asks the Saviour whether Matter will be
destroyed. The Saviour replies that every nature, form and creature, created from Matter, will
be dissolved to its root. As discussed briefly in chapter one, the texts within the dialogue
gospel genre have divergent views on cosmic eschatology. Some are not particularly
interested in the end of the world, but the idea that the cosmos is perishable lies in the
background (SophJesChr, GJudas) and that all things will return to their origins (ApJohn).
Others conceive of apocalyptic signs, the parousia and judgement at the end of age (ApocPet,
EpAp). In PistSoph, cosmic and individual eschatology converge, as all souls will ascend to
the heavens at the end of the age, when the cosmos dissolves. On the whole, the destruction
or dissolution of the world is secondary to human salvation in dialogue gospels, but they still
reflect the fact that the end of the world is a significant theme in early Christianity.' On this
topic, GMary finds significant dialogue partners in GThom and the canonical gospels.

In this chapter, I will attempt to show that the cosmology of GMary is simpler and
more christocentric than has been assumed by past exegetes. The heavens and the earth are
formed from Matter. This material cosmos will be restored to its origins through dissolution.
The text is broken and convoluted and it is not clear what will be dissolved, why it will be
dissolved, or how it will be dissolved. These questions will be addressed in two stages.
Firstly, the cosmological question of how Matter is understood in relation to forms and
creatures, which in turn asks how to understand GMary’s vocabulary of ‘nature’, ‘passion’,
‘sin’ and ‘death’. Secondly, the question of how to understand the role of Christ in relation to
‘the Good’ and the Son of Man. It will be shown how GMary’s cosmic eschatology fits
within the wider Christian landscape, arguing that Matter is the raw material of the cosmos,

which will be dissolved at the hand of Christ.

! For the argument that the ‘end of the world’ is significant in early Christian eschatology, see Edward Adams,
The Stars Will Fall From Heaven: Cosmic Catastrophe in the New Testament and Its World. LNTS 347
(London and New York: T&T Clark, 2007).
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4.1. The Cosmos and the Dissolution of the Cosmos

4.1.1. Matter as the Raw Material of the Cosmos

The extant gospel begins with an eschatological question and reply, followed by a short

discourse on sin (7,9—-16) and then a further explanation regarding cosmic eschatology:

(QD)  elyIzn c€ naoyw[s]n xn mmon (7,1-2)
then will M[a]tter be dest[r]oyed or not?

(A1)  $YCIC NIM MAACMA NIM KTICIC NIM €YMOTT 2N NEYEPHY {M}NMMAY aY® ON
€YNABMA €BOX €TOYNOYNE MMIN MMOOY X€ TEDYCIC NOYAH ECBIDN €BON €N
Techycic oyaac (7,3—8)

Every nature, every form, every creature exist in (and) with each other and
will be dissolved again to their own root; for the nature of Matter is to dissolve

to the elements (of) its nature alone.

(A2) eTBe Mal a4€l NG1 MAT200(N) N TETMMHTE Y2 Na GYCIC NIM €JNAKAOICT
MMocC €20Y(N) eTecnoyNe (7,17-20)
This is why the Good came into your midst to the things of every nature, so as

to restore it inward to its root.

Q1 contains the end of a question regarding the fate of ‘Matter’ (Q1).> We do not know who
asked the question, what it followed or what the context was — although, as discussed in the
previous chapter, it is likely to be the penultimate question from a list of many, posed by one
or more of the disciples looking for clear information from the Saviour following his
resurrection. Q1 is followed by a reply directly from the Saviour (A1) regarding the current
make-up and future dissolution of nature, form and creature. The Saviour explains that

nature, form and creature are currently constructed from Matter, but Matter will be dissolved

% Martin argues against the translation of HAn as ‘matter’ due to the varying meanings in ancient philosophies
that depart from our modern one. See Dale Martin, The Corinthian Body (New Haven, CT and London: Yale
University Press, 1995), 6-10. For GMary, this is made even more complicated as we are dealing with the
Coptic article and noun gyAn, which is also heavily reconstructed at 7,1. Luckily, as eyAn appears again in Al
we can assume that it is the same term in Q1. Although I will translate this term as ‘Matter’ (capitalized where
appropriate), we must be aware that our modern definition of the term is not the same as in the ancient world.
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to its own root. A2 follows a teaching on the nature of sin (called adultery) and reinforces A1
regarding the dissolution of Matter. However, A2 takes A1 further: Al appears to be
concerned with the natural dissolution of created Matter but A2 explains that the dissolution
is dependent upon the ‘Good’.

To understand the text’s eschatology, we must first make sense of its cosmology.’ The
primary question is: What will be dissolved? There are several caveats to bear in mind when
working with the first pages of the Berlin Codex, such as the previous missing text,
reconstructed words such as x[r]e (8,2), the possibility that the meaning behind the Greco-
Coptic vocabulary such as ¢ycic, naeoc and ¢yAH is not the same as that of their Greek
forerunners,* and that the text probably contains ideas that the author considered self-evident,
particularly those that we might regard as Platonic or Stoic. By the second century,
philosophical schools of thought frequently borrowed each other’s conceptuality,’ and Stoic
terms and concepts in particular were used without knowledge of their provenance.®
Nonetheless, as we shall see, GMary shares much in common with Platonic concepts,
interpreted christologically.

With this in mind, we must attempt to answer what it is that Jesus says will be
dissolved. In his first answer (A1), he tells his disciples that nature, form, creature and Matter
will be dissolved, but he does not explain what these constructs mean or how they relate to
each other. It is probably presupposed that the language of nature, form and creature is to be
understood as the material things, moulded from Matter. Matter as the raw material from

which God forms the cosmos is common to Christian and philosophical thinking. Platonists,

> We might propose that a cosmogonic narrative was included in the preceding dialogue in GMary; however,
this would be based on little substantial evidence. Tuckett mentions that the origin of the universe was of
concern to other ‘gnostic’ writers; Tuckett, Mary, 138—39. However, the cosmogonies of dialogue gospels are
varied and so it is difficult to apply them to GMary.

* Although, here, VoG, T60og, and HAN may be on safe ground. They are so commonly used that the meanings
remained largely the same through the language transmission.

> For modern readers, the extant cosmological motifs, including the intentions, principles and nuances, do not fit
into any established typology, and we must be vigilant against the scholarly tendency to start labelling ideas
‘Platonic’ or ‘Stoic’ at every opportunity. Platonism and Stoicism did influence early Christianity, however; see
the following two collections of essays: Tuomas Rasimus, Troels Engberg-Pedersen, and Ismo Dunderberg,
eds., Stoicism in Early Christianity (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Academic, 2010); Kevin Corrigan and Tuomas
Rasimus, eds., Gnosticism, Platonism and the Late Ancient World: Essays in Honour of John D. Turner, NHMS
82 (Leiden and Boston: Brill, 2013). It must also be mentioned that just because a text has a Greco-Roman
background, that does not exclude overlap with Jewish thought. For example, Adams highlights similar ideas
between Jewish, Epicurean and Stoic eschatological views, Adams, The Stars Will Fall From Heaven, 127-29.
In terms of eschatology and the afterlife, however, there is no typical ‘Jewish’ view, but a plurality of beliefs
existed side by side; see Outi Lehtipuu, The Afterlife Imagery in Luke’s Story of the Rich Man and Lazarus,
NovTSupp 123 (Leiden and Boston: Brill, 2007), 119-54.

% See John M. Dillon, The Middle Platonists, 80 B.C. to A.D. 220, Revised (New York: Cornell University
Press, 1996), xiv—xv.
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Stoics, and Jewish and Christian interpreters of Genesis hold (admittedly different) versions
of the theory that a divine or celestial force formed passive matter into created order. Genesis
1.2 LXX speaks of an invisible and unformed earth (1| 82 yfj fiv ddportog kai
axataokevaotos), subsequently shaped by God.” Plato understands matter as the quality-less
material from which the cosmos is created by a ‘demiurge’ or divine craftsman (Tim. 51a)®
and the Stoics see matter as an unqualified substance (thv dnowov obciav) that is acted upon
by god (Diogenes Laertius, Vit. Phil. 7.134).

These concepts permeated early Christian thinkers (and not just those that profess a
demiurge-creator).’ Justin understood God to have created all things ‘from formless matter’
(£€ apodpeov HVANg [I Apol. 10]) and Tatian wrote that ‘the whole construction and creation of
the world has derived from matter (£ YAng), and that matter has itself been produced by
God... so that everything has a common origin’ (Or. Graec. 12.22-29). Theophilus
understood God as creating amorphous matter and then giving it form (ad Autol. 2.4.10),
whereas Irenaeus’ God creates and shapes matter in a single act (Adv. Haer. 2.28.7)."° The
Jesus of PistSoph tells Andrew about the angels, archangels, god, archons and other cosmic
bodies, and discloses: ‘You are all (existing) with one another out of one dough and one
matter, and one substance. And you are all out of the same mixture’ (NTETNPENEBON THPTN
2N NETNEPHY 2M MOYMMM NOYMDT MN T2YAH NOYDT * MN F0YCla NOYWDT: aYD
NTETNZENEBOX PN MKEPACMOC NOYWT THPTH [249,1-4]).!! For all their differences, these
writers are united in the belief that creation came into being by the imposition of form on
unformed matter.

GMary’s terminology is preceded in Paul, who can use ktioig for all of creation (e.g.
Rom 8.18-23) and mAdopo. to mean ‘the thing formed” (Rom 9.20).'* In the Patristic era,

@Yo1g came to take on a multitude of meanings, including the substance of created things. '

7 dkatookeva.sTog, as ‘an antonym of the verb katookevalm (to construct), implies an unconstructed state and
is thus an apt description of the earth before God speaks its elements into existence’, Susan Brayford, Genesis,
Septuagint Commentary Series (Leiden and Boston: Brill, 2007), 207.

8 Plato does not actually speak of ‘formless matter’ but of the formless state of creation. Matter is the mother
and receptacle of Form: ‘an invisible, formless receptacle of everything’ (Tim. 51a).

° By ‘demiurge’ I mean a lesser deity than the highest God. The term can also refer to the highest God, as in 1
Clem. 20.11 and Justin 1Apol. 8.2; see Lampe, Patristic Greek Lexicon, 342b.

10 On the origins of the concept of creatio ex nihilo, see Gerhard May, Creatio Ex Nihilo: The Doctrine of
‘Creation out of Nothing’ in Early Christian Thought, trans. A. S. Worrall (London and New York: T&T Clark,
2004).

' Dough, matter and substance appear to be synonyms in PistSoph, as nature, form and creature are in GMary.
12 For Paul’s use of kticig see Edward Adams, Constructing the World: A Study in Paul’s Cosmological
Language, Studies of the New Testament and Its World (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 2000), esp. 19-20.

13 puo1g is often used in a creation context and can refer to incorporeal creation such as heavenly creatures, or
creation generally, or the constitution of things (1496a-1497a), Lampe, Patristic Greek Lexicon, 1496a—1497a.
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GMary’s notion that Matter had been shaped into every nature, creature and form (also
referred to as the earthly and heavenly things [15,19—16,1]) was evidently shared among
contemporary Christian thinkers.

It is this moulded Matter that forms the ‘cosmos’ or ‘world’ (xocmoc), and it is the
‘world’ from which the personified Soul becomes free during her eschatological heavenly

ascent. During the Soul’s journey, she says:

"oN’ 0Y[KOC]MOC NTAYBOAT' €BOX 2NN OYKOCMOC [aY]M N OYTYTIOC €BOX 2N OYTYTIOC
eTuanca ntne (16,21-17,3)

In a [wor]ld I was dissolved from a world, [an]d in a type from a type which is above.

The Greco-Coptic term kocmoc is another use of vocabulary found in the doctrines of
philosophical schools and Paul. However, GMary’s conception of the ‘world’ diverges from
the main tenets of the major philosophical schools — the Presocratics believed that it was not
created (as in Heraclitus fr. 30); Plato imagined that it would never be destroyed (Tim. 41a-
b); the Epicureans believed it would naturally dissolve (Letter to Pythocles 88); and the
Stoics did not conceive of God and kdouog as separate entities (e.g. Diogenes Laertius).'* The
point at which GMary’s worldview does converge with the philosophers is that the kdopog,
in its best state, is characterized by order and unity (a shared assumption in the great variety
of Greek and Hellenistic cosmological speculation'”). GMary’s cosmos must be dissolved due
to the ‘disturbance’ (TapaxH) that has occurred in the whole ‘body’ (caoma) (8,5—6) — the
word often used in Plato for the ‘world’. But, for GMary, it is due to the disturbance that the
created world will be dissolved through the agency of Christ (who is a quite separate entity
from the world).'®

GMary’s understanding of the term kocmoc comes closer to Paul. In Paul, kdopog has

‘a spectrum of usage from strongly negative at the one end (for the world in its distance from

4 For discussion of the use of kdopog in these schools, including these references, see Adams, Constructing the
World, 44-58.

15 See Adams, Constructing the World, 64—65.

16 There is no need to read a demiurgical creator into the gospel, and presumably if one was intended, the Soul
would have met it during her heavenly journey (Paul meets the demiurge in the seventh heaven in ApPaul
22,23-23,28). De Boer argues against the possibility of a demiurge in GMary, writing that ‘the world is not
created by an inferior Demiurge, but is created by God himself through his Nature’, de Boer, The Gospel of
Mary, 202. Tuckett, on the other hand, contends that a version of the Sophia and Yaldabaoth myth ‘may be
among the presuppositions which it [GMary] assumes as a given and from which it then goes on to draw out
other implications’, Tuckett, Mary, 53.
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and hostility to God), to highly positive at the other (for the world as God’s good creation)’,
but his ‘predominant style of usage is negative’."” Paul’s negative sense, as found for example
in Rom 5.12, is comparable to the use in GMary, which appears to understand the ‘world’ as
a place of sin and death, corrupted by passion. It is from this kocmoc, constructed from

Matter, that the Soul will be freed.

4.1.2. The Dissolution is Restoration

How, then, does the ‘restoration’ of every nature in A2 relate to the ‘dissolution’ of material
creation in A1? Pasquier, King and Tuckett feel the pull of a dualistic-gnostic cosmology at
this point, assuming an opposition that differentiates between ‘every nature’ that will
‘dissolve’ (Bwx €BoA) in Al and ‘every nature’ that will be ‘restored’ (kaeicTa) in A2. Due to
the phrase ‘the nature of Matter’ (Tedycic noYAR), they understand the first ‘nature’ (to be
dissolved) as belonging to the lower material realm and the second ‘nature’ (to be restored) as
part of the superior, spiritual realm. Pasquier sees the second ‘nature’ as ‘I'antithese de la
premiére’," and Tuckett agrees, writing that ‘confusingly the Coptic text uses the same word
dyeic (“nature”) for both’."” King does not make this point quite so explicitly but alludes to it,
stating that ‘the “root” of perishable matter is contrasted with the proper “root” of a person’s
true spiritual nature which the Good will establish’.*® The material nature is dissolved and so
destroyed, whereas the heavenly nature is restored to its root.”'

However, reading the two uses of the terms ‘nature’ and ‘root’ as representing two
natures and two roots is also confusing — and unnecessary. De Boer argues that the two uses
of ‘nature’ can mean the same thing, proposing a Stoic reading (in the sense that Stoic
philosophy can help clarify the text’s meaning, not that the text is Stoic), arguing that Matter
and nature are intertwined rather than contrasted. She argues that ‘¢ycic mm in GosMar 7.3—4

as well as in 7.18—19 refers to all natural phenomena (all Nature) as an appearance of the

17 Adams, Constructing the World, 241.

18 pasquier, ‘L’eschatologie dans I’Evangile selon Marie’, 393.

1 Tuckett, Mary, 142.

0 King, Mary, 51 (see also 4546, 50). Also, Till, Die gnostischen Schriften, 27; Tardieu, Ecrits Gnostiques,
226.

2! The addition of ¥min Mmooy (‘their own’, 7,6) might support their point, but both uses of noyue (root) have a
singular possessive article and so the ‘united’ root of the ‘heavenly nature’ to which Pasquier appeals is
unconvincing, Pasquier, ‘L’eschatologie dans I’Evangile selon Marie,” 391-92, cf. de Boer, ‘A Stoic Reading of
the Gospel of Mary,” 203.
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Divine’.?? This interpretation is much closer to my own — that Matter is the raw material
acted upon by God (which the Stoics would call ‘Nature’).23

For GMary, it is easier and clearer to understand the repeated terms ‘every nature’ and
‘root’ in A1 and A2 as referring to the same thing, and thus the same action. ‘Every nature’
(A2) is simply a terse way of referring to ‘Every nature, every form, every creature’, which
exist together as the created heavens and earth. Nature, form and creature are not different
from Matter — they are created from Matter. And at the eschaton, creation will be dissolved —
unformed, unbound and returned to its original constituent state, called here its ‘root’
(noyne). This does not mean that there is no heavenly realm; we will meet the Soul’s journey
home in the next chapter. But it is clear that A2 is not referring to the restoration of the Soul,
as Andrew and Peter deny ever having heard a teaching like this. And so, both ¢ycic M in
7,3—4 and 7,18—19 refer to creation that will be dissolved and thus restored to its origins
(roots). The eschatology is also protological. The dissolution is the restoration.

The concept of the dissolution of the cosmos places GMary firmly among other works
of early Christian literature.** In BookThom, we read: ‘(There is) little time until what is
visible will dissolve’ (NOYKOYi NOYO€I®) (YANTEYBMA €BOX’ NG1 METOYONR €BOX [141,14—15]).

And 2 Peter speaks of the day

3 ot

£v 1 ol ovpavoi Ppoindov mapeAedcOVTAL, GTOLYXEIN dE KOLGOVUEVO, AVBTGETAL, KAl YT
Koi T0 &v avtfi Epya kataxarostar (2 Pet 3.10)?
... in which the heavens will pass away with a loud noise, and the elements will be

dissolved with fire, and the earth and everything that is done on it will be burned up.

Dissolution of the heavens and the earth (or the visible things) is also a feature of the
Synoptics and GThom. Although the synoptic language of dissolution is tied up with the

renewal of all things (Matt 19.28) and the contrast between the unsound world and the eternal

22 de Boer, The Gospel of Mary, 37. Pasquier also notes that the language is dependent on Stoicism, Pasquier,
‘L’eschatologie dans I’Evangile selon Marie’, 392.

 “In Stoic philosophy, matter is formed by Nature into a harmonious cosmos’, de Boer, The Gospel of Mary,
37.

24 Ehrman contrasts the eschatology in GMary with the proto-orthodox ‘apocalyptic’ view, in which ‘matter will
not be destroyed but redeemed when God reasserts his will over the good creation that he made’, Bart D.
Ehrman, Peter, Paul, and Mary Magdalene: The Followers of Jesus in History and Legend (New York: Oxford
University Press, 2006), 240.

» xotokarocetol is a variant but well attested reading, which makes sense in this context whether or not it was
the original reading. For the variants (and support of the usual evpedriceta, as in NA?), see Al Wolters,
‘Worldview and Textual Criticism in 2 Peter 3:10°, Westminster Theological Journal 49 (1987): 405—13.
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nature of Jesus’ words (Matt 24.35 + pars), GMary shares an almost identical phrase with the
Olivet Discourse: ‘Heaven and earth will pass away’ (6 ovpavog koi 1 YT TaperedoeTo
[Matt 24.35 + pars]), and ‘all things are dissolving, both the things of the earth and the things
of the heav[en] (eYBmMA €éBOX MIITHPY €1T€ Na 1kag €1Te Na Tri[e] [15,20—-16,1]). This idea

appears also in GThom 11 and 111:

TEXE 1C X€ TEEINE NAPIIAPATE YD TETNTIE MMOC Napriapare (GThom 11.1)

Jesus said, ‘This heaven will pass away, and the one above it will pass away’.

TMEXE 1C X.€ MITHYE NAGMN' aYMD MKA2 MIETNMTO €BOX" YD METONG €BOX 2N METONQ
guanNay aN eMmoy (GThom 111.1)
Jesus said, ‘The heavens and the earth will roll up in your presence and he who lives

from the Living One will not see death’.

However, GThom diverges from the Synoptics as its eschatology is cast in protological
terms. If we interpret logion 18, which tells us that the ‘end’ (pan) is found in the place of the
‘beginning’ (apxn), in terms of cosmic eschatology, then a protological understanding of the
cosmos dissolving to its origins comes to light.*® And we find this also in GMary through the
use of the term ‘root’.

Protological eschatology does not have to be an oxymoron. It denotes an ending in
which things return to their beginnings. Davies argues that salvation in GThom is found in
the original condition of Gen 1.1-2.4, and that humanity should ‘restore themselves to the
condition of the image of God’ and live ‘with the rest and immortality proper to the seventh
day of creation’.”” GMary appears to see the original condition as the pre-created state. It
shares more in common with ApJohn: ‘It is because of you that all things have come into
being, and it is to you that all things will return’ (e TBHTK aITHPY' )TIE aYWD EPENTHPY
NaNaY?q €PoK [nuc2 9,7-8]). In GMary, the material cosmos (also called ‘all things’ [15,20])
will return to the ‘root’ from which things were created. The broader concept of

eschatological dissolution is shared with BookThom, 2 Peter and the Synoptics, but in GMary

% In GThom 18, the disciples ask about ‘our end’ and the end probably refers to both the cosmic end and the
individual end. Gathercole favours the former, DeConick the latter; Simon Gathercole, The Gospel of Thomas:
Introduction and Commentary, TENT 11 (Leiden and Boston: Brill, 2014), 286—88; April D. DeConick, The
Original Gospel of Thomas in Translation: With a Commentary and New English Translation of the Complete
Gospel, LNTS 287 (London: T&T Clark, 2006), 102.

%7 Stevan Davies, ‘The Christology and Protology of the “Gospel of Thomas™’, JBL 111, no. 4 (1992): 664.
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it is narrowed into a protological understanding of restoration to an original or past state, as in

GThom and ApJohn.

4.1.3. The Birth of Passion

GMary sees the need for dissolution as due to a corruption of the cosmos. The world itself is
not the cause of the problem; rather, the world made of Matter has been contaminated

through the production of passion:

[a26]¥yAn X [11]e OYTaA00C EMNTAY MMAY MIEINE €24€El EBOX 2N OYTIAPADYCIC TOTE
WAPEOYTAPAXH (MWTIE &M cMa THPY (8,2—10)

[Mat]ter [produc]ed a passion without likeness, which came forth unnaturally. Then a
disturbance occurs in the whole body.

Matter’s production of passion was unnatural.”®

Passion leads to sin and renders humanity
under the influence of malevolent cosmic powers, which the Soul can defeat. Although this
leads to a generally pessimistic view of the world and also the body, there is no evidence here
of an extreme cosmological dualism that regards the created cosmos as inherently evil or as
the flawed product of a wicked and ignorant demiurge.” Rather, as King writes: ‘The Savior
argues that the material world is destined to dissolve back into its original root-nature; he
does not say that it is evil and will be destroyed’.*

The negative opinion of passion rather than Matter itself makes more sense in the
context. In early Christian thought, passions were vices to be controlled. To be under the
influence of passions was to suffer. Paul recognizes that living under the influence of fleshly

passions and desires is to be living without life (Gal 5.24); and the Paul of Colossians links

mabog to sexual immorality, impurity, desire and evil (Col 3.5, cf. Rom 1.26—27). Along with

8 An alternative translation is provided by de Boer: ‘Matter [brought forth] passion that, since it proceeds from
an opposite nature, has no form. From then on confusion exists in the whole body’, de Boer, The Gospel of
Mary, 41. She imagines that ‘a combination of matter and an opposite nature [oynapadycic] are responsible’ for
producing passion, resulting in an unstable cosmos (47). The disciples must thus be freed from ‘oynapadycic’.
Rather than reading oynapadycic as a noun, however, we should read the clause adverbially — it is not ‘an
opposite nature’ that the disciples must be freed from, but passions produced unnaturally.

2 Most commentators insist that matter is the cause of passion: Pasquier, Marie, 54; Marjanen, The Woman
Jesus Loved, 40; Hartenstein, Die zweite Lehre, 129.

% King, Mary, 46.
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Paul, the Stoic concept that all passions are vices®' influenced Clement who read the fight
‘not against flesh and blood’ in Eph 6.12 as a fight against the passions (§umof®dv Tab®dV)
(Strom. 7.3.20.16—17).* Furthermore, the language that passion was produced without
likeness (eme) was a recognized technique, albeit a complicated one, to depict corrupt
creation.” In ApJohn, Sophia wants to bring forth a likeness (ewe) of herself (xuc2 9,28-29),
but because she does not have the consent of the Spirit nor her partner, her offspring is not
made in her likeness (10,7—14), and becomes the evil creator deity.* It is passion, not Matter,
that is not made in the likeness of the divine, and thus creates chaos within the otherwise-
ordered cosmos. On a human level, passions act against the Soul’s true heavenly nature of
silence and Rest, and create sin and death. And that is why Mary tells the disciples: ‘be united
in heart and if you are disjointed, nevertheless be united in the presence of each likeness of
the nature’ (W®IE €TETNTHT NPHT aYM €TETNO NNATTMT €TETNTHT MEN NNA2PM IMINE TTINE

nTedyeic [8,7-10]).

4.1.4. A Life under Sin and Death

Passion causes sin and death. After the question about the dissolution of Matter (A1), there is

another question and answer regarding sin:

OY M€ MNOBE MIMKOCMOC TIEX.E MCMP X.€ MN NOBE (YOTT 2AAa NTWTN METPE MIINOBE

€TETNEIPE NNETNE NTPHYCIC NTMNTNOEIK €T<OY>MOYTE €POC X€ nMNoBe (7,12—-17)

31 Stobaeus parallels GMary to an extent, stating that passion is mapd @bolv (Stobaeus 2.88.8). A. A. Long and
D. N. Sedley, The Hellenistic Philosophers: Translations of the Principal Sources with Philosophical
Commentary Vol. 1. (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1987), 411. Quoted in Tuckett, Mary, 144.

32 “passionlessness dominates much of Clement’s writing’, Eric Osborn, Clement of Alexandria (Cambridge and
New York: Cambridge University Press, 2005), 239.

3 For other interpretations not referenced here, including Clement, Philo, Irenaeus and the Valentinians, see
Benjamin H. Dunning, ‘What Sort of Thing Is This Luminous Woman? Thinking Sexual Difference in On the
Origin of the World’, JECS 16, no. 1 (2009): 65—73. Clement understands that all of humankind are in the
image of God, but not all are in the likeness, as being in the likeness is sharing in the redemption of Christ
(being ‘Christ-like’), see Osborn, Clement of Alexandria, 233-36.

3% Alternatively, in ApJohn, ‘image’ refers to the image of the divine (understood in light of Gen 1.26) whereas
‘likeness’ refers to the ‘flawed mimicry of Yaldabaoth’s realm’. When the archons want to create Adam, they
say: ‘Let us create a human being according to the image of God and according to our likeness’ (NTNTaM10
NOYPMME KaTa OIKMN MIINOYTE aYD KaTa NMNENE [nucz 15,16—19]). See King, The Secret Revelation of John,
esp. 100. Tuckett writes, ‘the reference to the “offspring” of matter “not having a form™” in GMary ‘may be a
cryptic reference to the production by Wisdom of the demiurge Ialdabaoth’, Tuckett, Mary, 145. However, the
extant GMary shows no knowledge of the Sophia myth, and a difference between image and likeness could be
asserted apart from this myth.
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‘What is the sin of the world?’ The Saviour said, ‘Sin does not exist but you make sin

when you do the things that are like the nature of adultery, which is called sin.’

Jesus continues, stating that it is because of this that the Good came to dissolve Matter (A2),
followed by: ‘This is why you are si[c]k and you die, for [ . . ... ] of the one who [. .. ...
whoJever understands, let him understand’ (€ TECNOYNE €T1 24OY®P €TOTY MEXAY X€ ETBE
Mal TETNQO[N]E aYD TETMMOY X€ T[ .. . .. Jvnetap.oaf...... njeT[pP]noi MapeypNOEL
[7,21-8,2]). A number of letters are damaged beyond reconstruction, but sin is clearly linked
with sickness and death.

It has been suggested that Peter’s question is an echo of John 1.29, ‘the sin of the
world’ (thv anaptiov Tod kdopov).” In John, the Baptist is talking about Jesus coming to
take away sin. In GMary, Peter is asking about the nature of sin. The fact that Jesus appears
to deny the existence of sin leads King to see this dialogue within the context of intra-
Christian debate, and to argue that it is ‘another attempt to counter a Christology that was
deemed unacceptable... [S]ince sin does not exist, atonement is unnecessary’.* But sin does
exist, and it is the reason that the cosmos must be dissolved. Sin does not exist without
passion, but passion has been born from Matter, and succumbing to this passion is to act in
the way of adultery.

The Soul is associated with adultery in other early Christian literature, such as
AuthTeach and ExegSoul. In ExegSoul, when the personified Soul enters the body, she is
riddled with a life of promiscuity, and the author casts her in the role of a prostitute and sex
slave. She is trapped in this lifestyle, unable to resist the adulterers who deceive, use and
leave her. Their pull is too strong, and even when she turns away from those adulterers, she
runs to others (MaAIN eC)a(N)KTE MEC20 EBOX NNEEIMOIXOC WYACTIDT €2OYN E2NKOOYE
([128,8-9]). ExegSoul uses biblical passages to explain its understanding of the Soul on
earth; for example, the text cites Ezekiel, with regard to being a prostitute for the sons of
Egypt (16.26 LXX), representing the domain of the flesh, including food, wine, oil, clothing
and ‘other external nonsense ’ (Tkeprowapia [130,26]) that the Soul thinks that she needs.
Entrapment by Matter is also a theme in AuthTeach: When the divine Soul is embodied, she
enters into a mixed state, becoming a sibling to lust, hatred and envy, and gaining a material

soul. If she chooses the wrong path, she will forget her heavenly siblings and Father (24,17—

3 Tuckett, Mary, 141; King, Mary, 127; de Boer, The Gospel of Mary, 23.
% King, Mary, 127.
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20). Using the Word (noroc), the Soul must fight against Matter, which wishes to make her
blind (27,27-33).”” ExegSoul and AuthTeach stand in contrast to GMary as they cast the
material realm and passions as intrinsically connected. AuthTeach states that the material
realm is the tool of the Devil (nanTikemenoc; nataBoxoc [30,6; 30,27]). In GMary, Matter
existed before it produced passions, and therefore the material realm and the body can be
distinguished from these passions. It is possible that ExegSoul and AuthTeach represent a
different trajectory of Christian thought in which matter itself is corrupt; it is the produce of
the demiurge and the playground of the devil. GMary’s cosmos is infused with passions that
disturb the body, but construed in a way that is perhaps more Pauline than demiurgical and
dualistic.

Indeed, the link between passions, sin and death, and the potential to overcome them
through Christ, is a point at which GMary’s theology seems closely related to Pauline
thought. As Paul writes in Rom 7.5, ‘While we were living in the flesh, our sinful passions,
aroused by the law, were at work in our members to bear fruit for death’ (6te yap fuev &€v T
COpKi, TO TOBMUOLTA TOV AUOPTIAV TO S10 TOD VOUOL £vNPYETTO £V TOIg HEAECLY UMV €ig TO
kapropopiicat 1@ Bavdtw). This fleshly and sinful existence can be overcome by having
Christ within: ‘For if Christ is in you, though the body is dead because of sin, the Spirit is life
because of righteousness’ (gi 8& Xp1oT0G £V LUIV, TO HEV OO VEKPOV 810 apapTioy, TO 8
nvedpa {on dwa dtkaocvvnyv [Rom 8.10]). This discourse is paralleled in Galatians, where
Paul juxtaposes the desire of the flesh with the Spirit (5.17), linking flesh with the law (5.18),
death and passions: ‘And those who belong to Christ Jesus have crucified the flesh with its
passions and desires’ (oi 8¢ 00 Xptotod Incod thv cdpKa £6TOVPMGOV GOV TOIG TabHUOcLY
kol toic émbuuiong [5.24]). In these examples, Paul understands passions as sin (associated
with sexuality and adultery, as in Rom 1.26—27), leading to death. In GMary, passions and
sin affect the Soul, but can be countered by following Christ and having him within (8,18—
20).

The Pauline connections to GMary are understood in a different way by Pasquier and
King who use Rom 7 to understand sin in relation to the law. As Jesus says in his farewell

discourse, disciples must not make laws or they may be dominated by them (8,22-9,4). In

37 Tervahauta analyzes GMary and AuthTeach in comparison, noting that for both texts ‘life is a mixed
condition where passions disturb the life of the soul’, but that ultimately these ideas are common and derive
from Plato, Ulla Tervahauta, A Story of the Soul’s Journey in the Nag Hammadi Library: A Study of
Authentikos Logos (NHC VI,3), Novum Testamentum et Orbis Antiquus 107 (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck &
Ruprecht, 2015), 142.
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Pasquier’s exegesis, domination under the law in Rom 7.3—4 is compared with adultery and
enslavement to passion (cf. GMary 7,14—16); being free from the law equates to joining
another (Rom 7.3—4), which in GMary represents finding the Son of Man within and freeing
oneself of the material world (GMary 8,18—20); and in Rom 7.6 this freedom indicates the
new existence and the overcoming of the dominance of death (GMary 9,2—4). Furthermore,
in the absence of the law, sin no longer exists (GMary 7,13—14; Rom 7.8).%® But, in GMary,
the question of sin is surrounded by the discourse on the dissolution of Matter, not the law. It
is followed by the explanation that passion is contrary to human nature, and so it should be

read in this context®

— it is still comparable to Paul, but with a different emphasis.*’ Although
making rules and laws is prohibited in GMary, it is not necessarily connected to sin.

In GMary, the construction of the cosmos, its dissolution and the reasons for it all
share elements with other early Christian texts, including the Pauline corpus, the Synoptics,
GThom and ApJohn, as well as later Nag Hammadi texts such as ExegSoul and AuthTeach.
Matter is the raw material of the cosmos, which encompasses the lower heavens and the
earth. The cosmos must be dissolved due to the disturbance that has arisen from the unnatural
production of passion. These passions affect the Soul and cause sin and death. The

dissolution is not a catastrophic destruction of the world nor a creation of a new world, but

the restoration into its pre-formed state.

4.2. The Role of Christ

Despite the fundamental differences between synoptic eschatology and GMary’s
protologically-oriented dissolution of Matter, they have in common the idea that Christ is at
the centre of the eschaton. In GMary, A1 appears to refer to a process of natural, inevitable
dissolution of created Matter (as in GThom 11 and 111, quoted above); but A2 explains that

the dissolution is dependent on ‘the Good’.

B Pasquier, Marie, 14—17.

¥ Contra, Tuckett: ‘the question, with the reference to the sin ‘of the world’, is artificial. It does not arise out of
the immediately preceding discourse, but is simply a literary device to enable the teaching of Jesus to progress
to the next stage’, Tuckett, Mary, 141.

40 See King, Mary, esp. 121-24.
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4.2.1. The Good and the Parousia

Pasquier sees an entropy idea in GMary, stating that ‘a la fin, par un mouvement d’auto-
destruction, la nature hylique se dissoudra donc dans ses racines’.*' But the eTBe nial in A2
shows that the dissolution-restoration of Matter may not be self-destruction, but rather subject

to an external agent. To repeat:

€TBE Mal a4€l NG1 Mara00(N) N TETMMHTE (M2 Na PYCIC NIM €YNAKAOICTa MMOC
e2oy(n) eTecnoyne (7,17-20)
This is why the Good came into your midst to the things of every nature; so as to

restore it inward to its root.

“The Good’ most likely refers to the Saviour, just as he is later called ‘the Blessed One’
(muakapioc, 8,12).*> GMary’s eschatology is then christologically-orientated, seeing the
Saviour as the instigator of the end of the created order, reading that it is ‘because of” (eTBe

nal) passion and sin that the Saviour (i.e. ‘the Good’) ‘came into your midst’” (A2).** He is the

4 Pasquier, ‘L’eschatologie dans I’Evangile selon Marie’, 401. Gathercole argues for an entropy idea in GThom
11 and 111, likening it to Epicurean philosophy in which things passively dissolve into their elements, Simon
Gathercole, “‘The Heavens and Earth Will Be Rolled Up”: The Eschatology of the Gospel of Thomas’, in
Eschatologie — Eschatology. The Sixth Durham-Tiibingen Research Symposium: Eschatology in Old Testament,
Ancient Judaism and Early Christianity (Tiibingen, September, 2009), ed. Hans-Joachim Eckstein, Christof
Landmesser, and Hermann Lichtenberger (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2011), 298. However, this necessitates
reading GThom 10 as separate from GThom 11. In GThom 11, quoted earlier, Jesus says that the heavens will
pass away, with no indication of an external agent. However, in GThom 10 Jesus said: ‘I have cast fire upon the
world, and behold I am guarding it until it burns’ (2€1NOYX€ NOYKWRT €XN MKOCMOC YD EIC2HHTE 1T2PER EPOY’
@anTeyxepo). This may indicate that Jesus has inaugurated the dissolution of the heavens.

42 Marjanen contends that the neuter form necessitates that the referent cannot be a person; however, it can relate
to the Saviour’s teaching, Marjanen, The Woman Jesus Loved, 108. King refers dyo86v to some abstract ‘Good’
or transcendent God, King, Mary, 38, 51. Pasquier argues that it is a reference to the Saviour, Pasquier,
‘L’eschatologie dans I’Evangile selon Marie’, 393—94. But Pasquier does not connect it to the dissolution of
Matter. Tuckett writes, maraeo(n) is ‘almost certainly [a reference] to the Saviour himself and/or his teaching’,
Tuckett, Mary, 142. Support for the reading as the Good being Jesus is found in BookThom and GThom. In
BookThom, we read ‘you will receive rest from the good one’ (TeTNaxX1 [NO]JyaNamnaycic NTOOTY MIaTae0c),
and in GThom 28 Jesus says: ‘I stood in the midst of the world’ (a€1ge €paT’ @N TMHTE MIIKOCMOC).

* This presumably refers to the whole Christ event: incarnation, death and resurrection. No translator or
exegete, to my knowledge, has ever interpreted A2 as the words of the narrator rather than the speech of the
Saviour. If this sentence is the narrator’s, then the Saviour does not have to be referring to himself, which might
appear slightly odd — though not unheard of for Jesus. As the words of the narrator, A2 is emphasizing, through
repetition, the Saviour’s words concerning dissolution (A1). The textual reasons for understanding these words
as belonging to the narrator include the words that follow this sentence: ‘Then he continued and said, “This is
why you are [sic]k and you die...”” (eT1 aqoyme €TOTY MEXaY X€ €TBE Mal TETNQYD[N]e aym TeTMMOY [7,21—
22]), which must refer to sin. If the Saviour had not ended his speech at the discussion of sin it would read that
the Good is the cause of sickness and death. My reading of Jesus’ speech is more natural: ‘you make the sin
when you do the things like the nature of adultery which is called sin... This is why you are sick and die’.
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lamb that takes away the ‘sin of the world’ (although the sacrificial element is not explicitly
present) by dissolving-restoring the material cosmos to its ‘root’.

The Good has already come (a4er) and in GMary there is explicit criticism of the idea
of his return. In early Christianity, ‘Son of Man’ language is often found within the context of
apocalyptic eschatology rooted in Parousia theology, but in GMary the title is used within

Jesus’ farewell discourse, and in polemic against those who profess him as a future being:

APER MIPTPEAAAY PIAANA MMMTN €4X.(D MMOC X€ €IC HTE MITEICA H €IC HIIE
MIIEEIMa TIAYHPE TAP MIIPMME €JAOTT MIIETNROYN OYERTHY TN NCIY NETWINE NCWDY
ceNaGoNTY (8,15-21)

Beware, do not allow anyone to lead you astray saying, ‘Look in this direction, or
look in this place’. For the Son of Man exists within you. Follow him. Those who

seek him will find him.

This saying is intertextually connected with Matt 24.23—27 // Mark 13.21-26, which warns
against believing those that profess the Xp1otdg to be in the wilderness, etc., for (ydp) the
Son of Man is coming as the lightning flashes. Whether or not this exact parallel is
intentional, the language used in GMary explicitly positions the text in contradiction of an
eschatological expectation of Jesus’ coming.**

The evangelist’s primary interest in the Son of Man saying is to encourage her readers
to find him within themselves. The internalization of the divine is comparable to what we

find in Luke 17.20-23 and GThom 3 and 113:

Enepwtnbeic 6& OO TV Popicoimv mote Epyeton 1 Baciieio To0 Beob dmekpion
a07oi¢ kai ginev, OOk Epyetar N Pacirieio Tod B0 PETO TOPATNPHCEMS, OVSE
gpodoty, T800 Mde: 1, 'Erel: idod yap 1 Bacireio ToD oD £vTOg DUMV E6TLV. .. KOl
gpodoiv vuiv, T8ob gkel: [1,] T8od dSe: pi anéAdnte unde diwénte. (Luke 17.20-21,
23)45

# Tuckett writes of ‘effectively a denial of any eschatological expectation’, Tuckett, Mary, 153.

# Tuckett deems Luke 17.23 as ‘all but verbatim® in GMary, Tuckett, Mary, 152. He writes: ‘The Gospel of
Mary is closer to the Lukan version in being unspecific about the nature or identity of any false figures: thus
Mark and Matthew both have Jesus warn about people saying “Look, here is the Christ”, where Luke has the
simpler “Look here, look there”.... Specific talk about the “Son of Man” here in the Gospel of Mary would be
more readily explicable as having been influenced by the Gospel of Luke if the previous parallel is also seen as
related to the wording of Luke 17.23 ... Luke 17.21 (which is at least as open to an interpretation about the
presence of the kingdom) comes just before, and the reference here to “Son of Man” could be engendered by the
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Once Jesus was asked by the Pharisees when the kingdom of God was coming, and he
answered, ‘The kingdom of God is not coming with things that can be observed nor
will they say, “Look here or there”. For, in fact, the kingdom of God is within you®...

They will say to you, “Look there or look here”. Do not go; do not set off in pursuit.’

TEXE 1C X € EYN)AX.00C NHTN NG1 NET CIDK @HT THYTN X€ €IC2HHTE €T MNTEPO 2N TIIE
€€1€ NZJAHT  NaP (YOPTT’ EPWTN NTE TME EYW)ANXO0C NHTN X € CON O2AACCA EEIE
NTBT’ NaPp QOPM’ €PMTN aANa TMNTEPO CMIMETNEOYN’ aY® cuneTNBaA (GThom 3)
Jesus said, ‘If your leaders say to you, “Look the kingdom is in the sky”, then the
birds of the sky will precede you. If they say to you, “It is in the sea”, then the fish

will precede you. Rather, the kingdom is within you and it is outside you.”*’

TIEXAY Nag NG1 NEUMAOHTHC X.€ TMNTEPO ECNNHY Na@) N2OOY €CNNHY aN N
OYSMWT’ €BON’ €YNAX00C &N €ICCHHTE MITICa H €IC2HHTE TH 3AAa TMNTEPO MIEIDT’
€CTIOP®)’ €BOA 21X M MKa2 aYW PPWME NaY aN €poc (GThom 113)

His disciples said to him, ‘On what day will the kingdom come?’ ‘It will not come by
watching (for) it. It will not be said, “Look here” and “look there”; rather, the

kingdom of the Father is spread out upon the earth and people do not see it.’

Luke’s 1 Baciheio to0 6e0b and GThom’s TMuTepo is likely to be equivalent to GMary’s ‘the
kingdom of the Son of Man’ (nTMNTePO MIyHpe MripwmMe [9,9—-10]), and so these three texts
recognize the kingdom to be (at least partly) within. Luke and GThom 3 allow both to be
possible, and may not stand in contradiction of a Parousia theology. GThom 113, on the other

hand, is actively against the future expectation.*® It is not ‘within’ the disciples, but it is

references to the day of the Son of Man in the same context in Luke 17.22, 24, 26’ (59—60). However, the
evangelists are focusing in different directions — as King writes, although Luke’s language is similar to GMary,
the former focuses on the presence of God’s realm whereas the latter is concerned with the Son of Man, King,
Mary, 102-3.

4 $v1dG VU@V has been subject to a number of translations: ‘in your midst’, ‘among you’ and ‘within you’. For
modern interpreters who take £vtog Vu®v to mean ‘inside you’, see George Raymond Beasley-Murray, Jesus
and the Kingdom of God (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1986), 101; Darrell L. Bock, Luke 2: 9:51-24:53,
BECNT (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Books, 1996), 1415; Frangois Bovon, Luke 2: A Commentary on the Gospel
of Luke 9:51-19:27, ed. Helmut Koester, trans. Donald S. Deer, Hermeneia (Minneapolis, MN: Fortress Press,
2013), 516. Goodacre considers the ‘oddity’ of this phrase in Luke to point towards a direct link with GThom,
Goodacre, Thomas and the Gospels, 35-36.

4T The Greek of GThom 3 appears to have a modifier: Gathercole reconstructs 1 fag[iAeio T@V obpavdV] as it is
a better fit than ‘kingdom of God’, Gathercole, The Gospel of Thomas, 208.

8 Gathercole writes that the kingdom in GThom 113 is not in a specific place, and the ‘consummation of the
kingdom was still expected’, Gathercole, The Gospel of Thomas, 604. However, he writes on logion 3 that
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present. Schroter regards GMary as standing with GThom 113 in correcting the future
expectation.*

On the whole, GThom places greater emphasis on the present reality of the kingdom;*
and, as Gathercole writes, this ‘bring[s] out what is already there in some other Jesus
traditions, such as Luke 4:21 and Luke 17:20-21’."' However, according to Popkes, GThom
takes the realized eschatology a step beyond Luke, implying a confrontation with emerging

Christian Parousia traditions. He notes logion 51 in particular:

MEXAY Nag’ NG1 NEUMAOTHC X€ &) N2OOY €TANAIAYCIC NNETMOOY T’ NaWMMDIIE YD
a) NZOOY €MKOCMOC BBPPE NHY MEXaY NAY X€ TH ETETNGA)T €BOX 2HTC ACEL AANA
NTWOTN TETNCOOYN aN MMoc (GThom 51)

His disciples said to him, “When will the rest for the dead take place and when will
the new world come?’ He said to them, ‘What you are looking forward to has come,

but you do not recognize it.’

Popkes argues that by placing a traditional expectation in the mouths of the disciples and with
Jesus refuting them, ‘[d]ie Erwartung einer zukiinftigen “neuen Welt” wird somit
zuriickgewiesen. Die argumentative Entfaltung dieses Logions scheint dabei eine
Auseinandersetzung mit einem gegensatzlichen friihchristlichen Parusie- und
Auferstehungsverstindnis zu implizieren’.>?

The use of ‘Son of Man’ language in GMary corresponds to the hostility towards a

Parousia theology that Popkes sees in GThom. But, for GMary, it is not as simple as an

explicit denial of a Parousia figure — the Good acts in the way that the Parousia does (to

GThom is ‘against the localisation of the kingdom of God in some particular heavenly or earthly sphere... the
kingdom, then, is simultaneously all around as well as within’, Gathercole, The Gospel of Thomas, 209—11.
Hogeterp argues for an already/not yet eschatology in GThom, Albert L. A. Hogeterp, ‘The Gospel of Thomas
and the Historical Jesus: The Case of Eschatology’, in The Wisdom of Egypt: Jewish, Early Christian and
Gnostic Essays in Honour of Gerard P. Luttikhuizen, ed. A. Hilhorst and G. H. van Kooten, AGJU 59 (Leiden:
Brill, 2007), 394. DeConick suggests that the internal kingdom is a later development, writing that between 100
and 120CE Christians transformed the ‘imminent Kingdom into the immanent kingdom’, DeConick, The
Original Gospel of Thomas in Translation, 7.

* Jens Schréter, ‘Zur Menschensohnvorstellung im Evangelium nach Maria’, in A gypten und Nubien in
spdtantiker und christlicher Zeit. Akten des 6. Internationalen Koptologenkongresses Miinster, 20.-26. Juli
1996. Band 2 Schrifttum, Sprache und Gedankenwelt, ed. Stephen Emmel et al. (Wiesbaden: Reichert Verlag,
1999), 182.

% See esp. Hogeterp, ‘The Gospel of Thomas and the Historical Jesus: The Case of Eschatology’, 396.

> Gathercole, ‘The Eschatology of the Gospel of Thomas’, 284.

32 Enno Edzard Popkes, ‘Von der Eschatologie zur Protologie: Transformationen apokalyptischer Motive im
koptischen Thomasevangelium’, in Apokalyptik als Herausforderung neutestamentlicher Theologie, ed.
Michael Becker and Markus Ohler, WUNT II 214 (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2006), 217—18.
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dissolve the world).>3 If the Good has come to dissolve the cosmos, then the one to
inaugurate the eschaton is not a future Christ coming on the clouds, but the Jesus that the
disciples are conversing with (whether the Good is understood as the incarnated or
resurrected Jesus is not specified). Although the internalizing of the Son of Man is present in
GMary (associated with ‘gnosticism’ but also found in Clement and Origen>*), this is not
exclusively the case — the external Christ has come to restore Matter (and the Soul), but this

is not predicated on his coming again.>

4.2.2. The Son of Man Within

As the Son of Man will not be coming again in GMary, the question that follows is: How are
we to understand the Son of Man in this gospel? Just as the canonical Son of Man has been
subject to much debate, there is a lack of consensus regarding how we should interpret it in
GMary.” Pasquier, Marjanen, King and Hartenstein contend that GMary’s Son of Man is the
archetypal human or the spiritual essence of humanity located within the self, and thus the
name is never used to refer to Christ.”” Pasquier specifically contrasts this with the
apocalyptic Son of Man of the canonical gospels,”® and Marjanen and King state that it is a
‘clear Gnostic reintepretation’.” Conversely, Perkins argues that GMary’s Son of Man image
stems from Philonic and ‘gnostic’ Genesis exegesis, rather than a reinterpretation of the
canonical sayings. She sees the concept of the Son of Man in the canonical gospels as so

different from the heavenly Man—Son of Man image in ‘gnostic’ writings that it ‘cannot be

33 In NT studies, ‘Parousia’ is understood as the return of Christ at the end of the world, but it also means
‘presence’ and is taken in a number of ways in the Patristic world; see Lampe, Patristic Greek Lexicon, 1043b—
1044a.

5% The internalizing of the Parousia in ‘gnosticism’ is argued by Malcolm L. Peel, ‘Gnostic Eschatology and the
New Testament’, NovT 12, no. 2 (1970): 141-65. For Clement and Origen, see Jeffrey S. Siker, ‘The Parousia
of Jesus in Second- and Third-Century Christianity’, in The Return of Jesus in Early Christianity, ed. John T.
Carroll (Peabody, MA: Hendrickson, 2000), 147-67.

55 On the importance of a Second Coming in the NT see A. L. Moore, The Parousia in the New Testament,
NovTSupp 13 (Leiden: Brill, 1966). It also features heavily in EpAp and ApocPet, as seen in chapter one.

% A good starting point for this debate concerning biblical material is Delbert Burkett, The Son of Man Debate:
A History and Evaluation (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1999).

37 Pasquier, ‘L’eschatologie dans l’Evangile selon Marie’, 61-62; Marjanen, The Woman Jesus Loved, 108;
King, Mary, 102; Hartenstein, Die zweite Lehre, 129 n.9, 144. Pasquier bases this interpretation on Eugnostos
and SophJesChr in which the Son of Man is an aeon identified with Christ. Also, Tuckett: ‘the Son of Man is all
but a cipher for the true humanity which is attainable by all who recognize their origins and their true destiny’,
Tuckett, Mary, 63 n.22.

8 Pasquier, Marie, 62.

» King, ‘The Gospel of Mary Magdalene’, 606; Marjanen, The Woman Jesus Loved, 108.
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the source for its appearance in gnostic texts’.®® Schroter, on the other hand, argues that
GMary is pushing in a Johannine direction: The Son of Man in John 3.13 has come from
heaven (a Parousia has taken place). Through participation in him, he enables the disciple to
gain eternal life.®’ De Boer takes the John/GMary similarity further, reading kay® év adtoig
in John 17.26 as showing that the exalted Son of Man can live ‘within his disciples’.®*

In GMary, finding the Son of Man within corresponds to putting on the Perfect Man
(NnTNteimmn pame nTentoc [18,15-16]; evdvoapevo[i] tov t[eheo]v avov [PRyl 21,9—
10]), which Levi instructs the others to do at the end of the gospel.®® These are clearly
christological titles, related also to Mary’s praise of the Lord for making the disciples ‘Men’
(npame [9,20]; avo[vg] [POxy 12]).% The Son of Man in GMary then takes up the Johannine
idea that the Son of Man is present and can dwell within, but pushes this in a (deutero-
)Pauline direction as the Perfect Man (Col 1.28; Eph 4.13) can be ‘put on’ (1 eimwn) (Rom
13.14; Gal 3.27). The Perfect Man is Christ, and the ‘making us into Men’ refers to making
us Christs (hence the nomen sacrum®).

The idea of putting on the Perfect Man-Christ is explicit in GPhil:

NTAPEMEXC €1 MTENIOC PPIOME AYEINE NOYOEIK €BOX 2NTTIE YIN EPETTPOME
NapTpedecoal oNTTPodH mripwme (GPhil 55,11-14)
When Christ came, the Perfect Man, he brought bread from heaven so that man would

be nourished with the food of Man.

The tractate later states that Jesus Christ is ‘a Blessed One’ (oymakapioc) for the very reason

that he is ‘a Perfect Man’ (oyTexeloc ppawme) (80,1—4). This language further parallels the

80 Pheme Perkins, ‘Gnostic Christologies and the New Testament’, CBQ 43, no. 4 (1981): 593. Presumably this
includes GMary’s use of Son of Man language, as Perkins classifies GMary as ‘gnostic’, as seen in chapter one.
61 Schréter, ‘Zur Menschensohnvorstellung’, 178—88.

62 de Boer, The Gospel of Mary, 28.

63 Levi’s final instructions mirror the Saviour’s farewell discourse (Son of Man/Perfect Man — preach the
gospel — no other laws [8,18-9,4; 18,15-21]), and so Levi’s putting on the Perfect Man is a clear echo of the
Saviour’s Son of Man within. Most interpreters agree with this parallel, e.g. Pasquier, Marie, 100; Marjanen,
The Woman Jesus Loved, 118; Hartenstein, Die zweite Lehre, 129, 151; King, Mary, 60-61; Tuckett, Mary,
192. The Greek gvvoauevo[t] indicates that they have already put on the Perfect Man, just as in the Coptic
Mary says that the Saviour has already made them Men (BG 9,20).

64 GPhil shows that these titles were used for Christ, see Hugo Lundhaug, Images of Rebirth: Cognitive Poetics
and Transformational Soteriology in the Gospel of Philip and the Exegesis on the Soul, NHMS 73 (Leiden and
Boston: Brill, 2010), 170.

95 Cf. Tuckett comments on the ‘surprising’ occurrence of dvOpm7mog as a nomen sacrum, stating that it ‘is used
here in a highly charged sense, referring to the true or “real” humanity’, Tuckett, Mary, 82. Cf. Christopher
Tuckett, “Nomina Sacra”: Yes and No?’, in Biblical Canons, ed. J. M. Auwers and H. J. de Jonge (Leuven:
Peeters, 2003), 431-58.
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Perfect Man in GMary (in which he is also called the Blessed One [8,12]) with Jesus. And in
GPhil, it is through becoming children of the Perfect Man (hupe mnTexeloc ppame) that one
can avoid death (58,20—22). This can be done through the ritual act of drinking the

eucharistic cup:

20Ta(N) ENMANCD MITAEl TNAXI NaAN MITTENEIOC PPIDME TIMOOY €TONR OYCMDMa
e e eTpNtIMWN Mrpame €Tong (75,19-22)
Whenever we drink this we will receive the Perfect Man. The living water is a body.

It is necessary for us to put on the Living Man.

The Living Man and the Perfect Man can only be equated. As Lundhaug writes, ‘becoming a
perfect man is a primary goal for the Christian, and must be understood in terms of the
overall goal of becoming a Christ’. In GMary, Mary states that Jesus has made the disciples
into ‘Men’ — presumably having the same connotations as drinking the eucharistic cup in
GPhil.”’

GMary also mentions the Son of Man with reference to the gospel of his kingdom:
‘How shall we go to the nations and preach the gospel of the kingdom of the Son of Man?’
(NNA@) NP€E ENNABWDK ()2 NPEONOC NTNTAWDMEOEID) NTIEYATTENION NTMNTEPO MIIMHPE MITPMOME
[9,7-10]). As the Son of Man is Christ, there is not a great deal of difference between Christ
within and his kingdom. The Son of Man within is the internal kingdom, as we find in Luke
and GThom. Luke 17.20-21, GThom 3 and GThom 113 follow the same structure as GMary
(and Matt 24.26-27), with the warning that some will profess the Messiah/Son of
Man/Kingdom (of God) to be in a certain place followed by the revelation of the real
location, and these passages also stand alongside GMary’s soteriological message by

allowing the kingdom to be (at least) partly realized.

% Lundhaug, Images of Rebirth, 247.

87 DeConick sees a eucharistic background to GMary, April D. DeConick, Holy Misogyny: Why the Sex and
Gender Conflicts in the Early Church Still Matter (New York and London: Continuum, 2011), 140—41. A
baptismal background is more likely in view of the language of ‘putting on’ Christ (Gal 3.27). Furthermore,
Rom 6.3—4, Eph 2.1-6 and Col 3.1—4 understand baptism as the experience of undergoing death and attaining
eternal life, and in the next chapter I will propose that GMary has an element of realized salvation.
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Conclusion

The cosmic eschatology of GMary should be read protologically and christologically. Christ
has come to restore the material cosmos to its pre-moulded configuration. In this chapter, I
have shown that Matter has been moulded into every nature, form and creature (the created
heavens and earth). But Matter unnaturally created passions —a malevolent presence that
affects the Soul, causing sin and death, and the reason that the cosmos must be dissolved into
its ‘root’. The destruction-restoration takes place at the hand of Christ: sin and death are the
reason that ‘the Good’ (Jesus) has come into the world. The ‘Good’ is linked also with the
‘Son of Man’ that resides within humanity. Both are Jesus. The christological element in
GMary does not stand poles apart from other gospel literature but lies on the same trajectory
as Luke and GThom, but with Pauline underpinnings. It does not reject the identification of
the Son of Man with Jesus himself, although it does reject an eschatological expectation of
his future coming. GMary does not deny the synoptic idea of a cosmic eschaton, but radically
reinterprets it. There is no expectation of a future external figure, nor need there be one: with
Christ’s coming, the end time has broken in. The Son of Man is within; the Good dissolves
the cosmos; and Christ is both. He has come (aqet) and will restore (equakaeicta) the
cosmos to its original state. He also facilitates the ascent of the Christian Soul to heaven, to

which we will now turn.
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Chapter Five

The Journey of the Soul: The Individual Eschatology of the
Gospel of Mary

In the second eschatological revelation in GMary, Mary reveals the possibility of human
salvation, telling her brothers about Jesus’ ascension (cf. John 20.18) and how to follow him.
She recalls a narrative of the journey of a personified Soul through four powers (ezoyci) that
challenge her on her way to Rest. The ascent of the Soul is connected to the dissolution of
Matter — both return to their origins, instigated by the incarnation, resurrection or ascension
of Christ.!

In the ancient world, individual salvation was a more pressing issue than cosmic
dissolution. As seen in chapter one, all dialogue gospels are concerned with the fate of the
human; few with the end of the world. In the extant GMary, the teaching on the individual
Soul is more extensive than the few words on the dissolution of Matter (although this may
not have been the case in the full text). It begins with Mary’s vision and ends with Mary
mirroring the Soul as she reaches her eschatological destination. However, individual
eschatology is woven throughout the gospel, and is especially prominent in the idea of
finding the Son of Man/Perfect Man within, as discussed in the last chapter.

The journey of the Soul in GMary illustrates the text’s multifaceted cultural
background; prominent resemblances are found in Platonic texts and the ‘Orphic’ gold
tablets. This chapter takes these into account, while still building on the work of the previous
chapters by situating GMary in an early Christian context. Mary receives private revelation
from Jesus, as in John 20; the descent and ascent of the Soul is the descent-ascent of the Jesus
who creates a way for the disciples to follow; the Soul must ascend through a Pauline cosmos
of powers and principalities; and at the end the Soul finds Rest and restoration, common

eschatological motifs in Christian discourse.

"It has been proposed in earlier, more source-critical, scholarship that the ascent of the Soul was interpolated
into the existing narrative of GMary. However, Peter’s and Andrew’s objections to Mary’s teaching demonstrate
the author’s/editor’s awareness of the ‘strangeness’ of the teaching to the point that it actually fits the entire
narrative perfectly. On the disunity of GMary, see Till, Die gnostischen Schriften, 26; Henri-Charles Puech and
Beate Blatz, “The Gospel of Mary’, in New Testament Apocrypha, ed. Wilhelm Schneemelcher, trans. R. McL.
Wilson, 2nd ed., vol. 1 (Louisville, KY and London: Westminster John Knox Press, 2003), 344; R. McL.
Wilson, ‘The New Testament in the Gnostic Gospel of Mary’, NTS 3, no. 3 (1957): 240; Pasquier, Marie, 7-10.
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5.1. The Vision

In the middle of the Coptic GMary, pages 11—13 are missing. Just before the lacuna, Peter
asked Mary to disclose what she remembers about the Saviour, and the final passage on page

10 is the beginning of Mary’s report:

AYMD ACAPXEl NXMD NAY NNEIMAXE X€ 2{I}NOK TIEXAC AINAY EMXC 2N OY2OPOMA AYD
A€1X.00C Nay X€ MXC aiNaY €POK MIOOY 2N OY2OPOMA A4OYMM)B MEXAY Nl X€ NAIATE
X.€ NTEKIM AN €PENAY €POEI MTMa TaP €TEPEMNOYC MMAY €YMMAY NG1 1620 TIEX Al Nay
X€ NMXC TENOY METNAY EPOPOMa €YNAY €POY <@M> TEYYXH <H> MEMNA 2a4OYD®WB NGl
TICOP MEXAY X€ EYNAY aN 2N TEYYXH OYAE &M TETINS daAAa TINOYC €T@[om] en
TEYMHTE MIEYCNAY NTO[q neT]nay epopoma ay[w] nToy nifeT . . . (10,9-22)

And she began to say to them these words: ‘I’, she said, ‘I saw the Lord in a vision
and I said to him, “Lord, I saw you today in a vision”. He answered and said to me,
“Blessed (are) you for you did not waver as you saw me. For where the mind is, there
is the treasure.” I said to him, “Lord, now the one who sees the vision, does he see it
through the Soul or the Spirit?” The Saviour answered and said, “He sees not through
the Soul nor through the Spirit, but the Mind, which is between the two. [It is that

which] sees the vision an[d] it is that [which . . .

Mary provides no context for the vision — when she sees it or where she sees it. Instead, the
focus is on how she sees it.> It is possible that when and where are answered through the
intertextual connection with John 20, in view of the corresponding vocabulary and characters.
In John, the risen Lord appears to Mary Magdalene outside the tomb in which he was laid
(20.14). At first Mary does not recognize him and asks if he knows where Jesus’ body has
been taken (20.15). When Jesus speaks to her, she acknowledges that he is her teacher
(20.16). Jesus tells her not to touch him but instructs her to tell his brothers that he is
ascending to their Father (20.17).

% The time reference ‘today’ (Frooy) is ambiguous. As discussed earlier, Hartenstein and King think that it
could be a reference to a transfiguration-type scene, Hartenstein, Die zweite Lehre, 130, 153. King writes that
this ‘solves the problem of the perfect tense with the present (“I saw you in a vision today”), and the oddness of
discussing the visionary experience within the vision itself’, King, Mary, 175. But the connections to John 20
are too important to point to a ministry setting.
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Mary’s words in GMary ‘I saw the Lord in a vision’ are closely connected to Mary’s
words in John ‘I have seen the Lord’ (‘(E®paxka. tov kVpiov [20.18]) — the words she
announces to the ‘brothers’ on Jesus’ command. In both gospels, Mary will tell the other
disciples what Jesus said to her privately — she will tell them about a heavenly ascension.’
Furthermore, Jesus is here called ‘Lord’ (as opposed to Saviour elsewhere), mirroring the
Johannine nomenclature.* The difference is that in GMary, Mary sees the Lord in a ‘vision’
(eopoma), which is often interpreted as something unusual, something seen in a dream or the
mind’s eye, and something that can be contested. As Tuckett writes: ‘The scene here in the
Gospel of Mary may then be an elaboration of the account in John’s gospel, though with the
parameters significantly shifted so that it is now in a vision that Mary has “seen the Lord”.’
But a vision is necessary for the soteriological teaching that the Lord will reveal to her — the
ascending Soul can only be seen through the Mind, and through the power of a vision Mary
herself can reach the heavenly state of silence and Rest.

The how question hints at a developed anthropology, with Soul, Spirit and Mind
having clear but distinct functions. The question about how one sees a vision reflects the

question that Paul cannot answer in 2 Cor 12:

o1da &avOpwTov &v Xp1oTd Tpo ETMV SEKATECGAPMV, EITE &V GAOUOTL OVK 0180, E{TE
EKTOC TOD 6AONOTOG OVK 0180, 6 B£dC 01dEV, ApTayEvTa TOV TO10DTOV EMC TPITOL
oVPaVOD. Kol 0180, TOV TO10DTOV BVOPMTOV, EITE &V GMOUATL EITE YOPIC TOD CAOUOTOS
oVK 0180, O Be0C 018V HTL HIPTTAYM £ig TOV TaPESeicov kai fikovoev dppnta Prinato &
ovk £E0V avBpd e Aaifjocol (2 Cor 12.2—4)

I know a person in Christ who, fourteen years ago, was caught up to the third heaven,
whether in the body or out of the body I do not know — God knows. And I know that
such a person — whether in the body or out of the body I do not know, God knows —
was caught up into Paradise and heard inexpressible words that no person is permitted

to speak.

3 See D’Angelo, ‘I Have Seen the Lord’, 95-122.
* See Petersen, Zerstort die Werke, 135.
> Emphasis original. Tuckett, Mary, 170.
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In 2 Cor 12, the question of whether the vision® was in or out of the body is just one example
of the ongoing distinction between different types of ascent.” Other dialogue gospels also
engage with the question of different types of vision. In DialSav, Jesus refers to the great
vision of ‘the Eternal Existent’ (eneTwoon waenep [137,10]). The disciples want to see it
and Jesus asks whether they would like to do so through a ‘transient vision or an eternal
(vision)’ ([o]yeopacic ecnaoymey XN oyeo[paclic nwaenep [137,14—16]). Koester and Pagels
argue that these differentiated types of vision belong to different stages of the Christian
experience: the disciples have already received the transient vision, partly through baptism
and initiation, whereas the eternal vision is reserved for the eschatological future.®

In GMary, Mary wants to know how she sees the vision, and Jesus likens the ‘Mind’
to ‘treasure’.’ With regard to the mind seeing the vision, we also find this in Asclsa, which
twice states that it is Isaiah’s mind which is taken up during the vision (6.10, 11); in
ApocPaulcop it is the mind (noyc) which must awaken to see the vision (19,10-14);'° and in
AuthTeach, the Soul’s bridegroom ‘applied the word to her [the Soul’s] eyes as a medicine to
make her see with her mind and perceive her kinsmen and learn about her root’ (aqt Mmnoroc
ENECBaX NOE NOYTAZPE ETPECNAY EBOX 2M MECNOYC NCPNOElI NNECCYTTENHC * NCX1 COOYN
eTecnoYNE ([22,26—30]). The function of the mind in AuthTeach is comparable to GMary as
it is through the Mind that the Soul will learn about her root. AuthTeach also has the mind-
treasure link, stating that the Soul’s treasure (220) is in the same place as her mind (noYC)
(28,24-26). Treasure comes in the ability to perceive one’s origins. In each of these texts, it is
possible that the mind is understood as the most accessible human faculty, and without the

mind there would be no knowledge of the eschatological destination.

® Paul states that he writes of ontaciog kai dmokaAdyelc kupiov (v.1). Most commentators read kvpiov as a
subjective genitive: The Lord is the source not the content of the revelation. See William Baird, ‘Visions,
Revelation, and Ministry: Reflections on 2 Cor 12:1-5 and Gal 1:11-17’, JBL 104, no. 4 (1985): 659. This
makes sense as the content of the revelation cannot be spoken about.

7 Collins makes an interesting point: ‘The reader of Paul’s letter, however, might have been aware that the
Jewish tradition was more familiar with in-body experience, whereas the Hellenistic tradition was more familiar
with out-of-body experiences’, Raymond F. Collins, Second Corinthians, Paideia: Commentaries on the New
Testament (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Academic, 2013), 237.

8 S. L. Emmel, Helmut Koester, and Elaine Hiesey Pagels, Nag Hammadi Codex II1,5: The Dialogue of the
Savior (Leiden: Brill, 1984), 14.

% On the inversion of the synoptic saying (where the treasure is, there will your heart be also) (Matt 6.21 // Luke
12.34), see Pasquier, Marie, 72—73; Tuckett, Mary, 171-72.

10 Despite this connection between ApocPaulcop and AscIsa, Himmelfarb shows how the experience of the
visionary differs dramatically in the two texts, Martha Himmelfarb, “The Experience of the Visionary and Genre
in the Ascension of Isaiah 6—11 and the Apocalypse of Paul’, Early Christian Apocalypticism: Genre and Social
Setting, Semeia 36 (1986): 97-112.
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The Mind between the Soul and the Spirit in GMary is unusual (often, the trio is Soul,
Spirit and body)."' Pasquier places Spirit in the superior position as, unlike the Soul, it is
unaffected by the passions. Still, she writes, the Spirit ‘besoin[s] d'étre réveillee’.'* She
argues that the Soul and the Spirit, in GMary, will be reunited, as they are in ApJas, which
reads that the Spirit raises the Soul, and the Soul cannot be saved without the Spirit (11,38—
12,5). In GMary, however, there is no real indication that the Spirit needs to be awakened,
nor that it already resides in the heavens. The extant text preserves the conclusion of the
Soul’s journey, and there is no mention of the Spirit. Instead, she finds silence and Rest.

It is impossible to know what once followed the end of page 10, but it is possible that
an explanation of the Mind and the Spirit was given. Hartenstein proposes that page 11 began
with another line about the Mind, but further questions from Mary would cause a change in
topic." The topics, however, have probably already been introduced in Mary’s question about
what sees the vision. Half of page 14 must have been the dialogue between the Soul and the
first power. The top of that page may have been an explanation of the journey of the Soul.
This leaves pages 11 to 13 to explain the Mind and the Spirit. It is also possible that the
Soul’s origins were explained, as the extant text shows that the Soul has descended from her

heavenly home.

5.2. Jesus and the Soul: Descent and Ascent

5.2.1. Whose Soul?

The identity of the Soul in GMary is not entirely clear. With journeys into heaven, it is often
difficult to determine whether the protagonist is a living visionary or a deceased spirit — and,
likewise, whether the point lies in the ascent itself or in the topography of the celestial
realms.'* Tuckett argues that the Soul is the Saviour’s, since, ‘[i]f it were Mary’s soul, there
would be the problem of the fact that, at the time of her report, she has not yet died and her

soul detached from her body’."” Yet, as Mary mirrors the Soul in her silence, she undeniably

' DialSav appears to favour the soul, mind and spirit trio, but it is too fragmentary to aid interpretation of
GMary.

12 Pasquier, Marie, 75.

13 Hartenstein, Die zweite Lehre, 128.

!4 See e.g. C. Colpe, ‘Die Himmelsreise der Seele ausserhalb und innerhalb der Gnosis’, in Le origini dello
gnosticismo, Colloquia di Messina 13—18 aprile 1966, ed. U. Bianchi (Leiden: Brill, 1967), 429—47.

15 Tuckett, Mary, 174. On this topic, Hartenstein simply asks, ‘spricht Jesus von seiner Seele oder von Marias
oder gibt es noch ganz andere Moglichkeiten?’, Hartenstein, Die zweite Lehre, 128 n.7.
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shares a connection with the Soul.'® Pasquier, alternatively, sees the ascent as ‘symbolisent
une expérience religieuse ou psychique’, expressing transcendence. '’

As discussed in chapter three, GMary shares narratival connections with John 20:
Jesus appears to Mary alone and she later recalls her meeting to the male disciples in which
she says émpaxa tOv kOprov (20.18), akin to her announcement in GMary (10,10—-11). The
connection between John 20.18 and GMary is often noted, but at the peril of missing the

connection to John 20.17:

Aéyer ot Inocodg, M1 pov dmtov, obmm yop avaBépnko pog TOV TATEPO: TTOPEVOL
8¢ TPOG TOLG AdEAPOVS oL Kail €ime aOTOlg, Avafaivm TPOg TOV TOTEPO LOL KOl
TaTEPA LUMV Kol BEGV Lov Kol BEOV UMV

Jesus said to her, ‘Do not hold on to me, because I have not yet ascended to the
Father. But go to my brothers and say to them, I am ascending to my Father and your

Father, to my God and your God.’

In GMary, Mary tells her ‘brothers’ (cuny [9,14]) about an ascension.'® The Rest to which the
personified Soul ascends surely is the heavens in which the Father of Jesus resides. The
ascending Soul of GMary is surely to be connected to the ascension of the Johannine Jesus,
about which he told Mary Magdalene outside the tomb and she then told his brothers.
However, the story of the Soul’s journey in GMary is not simply a narrative of
Christ’s ascent.'® Mary mirrors the Soul in her silence, and Mary shares in the Soul’s
eschatological Rest. In the Johannine FD, Jesus declares himself ‘the way, the truth and the
life’ (] 680¢ koi 1 aAnbeio kai 1| {n [14.6]); he lays down the path for the disciples to gain
access to heaven. Similarly, in DialSav, Jesus states that: “When I came I opened the way, I
taught them about the passage the elect and solitary will traverse’ (aA\a NTEPIEl 2€10YDN

€TERIH AEITCABOOY ETAIABACIC €TEYNAX MBE MM[OC] NSINcwT T MN NMonoxoc [120,23-26]).

16 King writes, ‘Mary become[s] silent, modeling in her behavior the perfect rest of the soul set free’, King,
Mary, 79.

17 Pasquier, Marie, 22.

18 Curiously, although Tuckett argues that the Soul in GMary belong to the Saviour, he nowhere refers John
20.17.

19 John 20.17 can be read in an alternative way. Jesus tells Mary to tell her brothers évaBoive — but is she to tell
them that Jesus (‘I’) is ascending or that ‘I am ascending’, referring to herself? I have chosen to translate it the
traditional way (as opposed to inserting speech marks: ‘say to them: “I am ascending™’) so that Mary is to tell
Jesus’ brothers that he is ascending, but in the case of GMary it can be read both ways, and it is possible that
GMary is exploiting this ambiguity.
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The point in GMary too is to follow Jesus into heaven. As well as being a story about Jesus’
ascension, it is an invitation to follow him and it thus acts also as a didactic story, much like
the Soul overcoming cosmic powers in GThom 50 and 1ApocJas (nuc 32,28—35,25). The

dialogue prepares the disciples for their heavenly ascent.

5.2.2. Christ’s Descent

The Soul not only ascends but has descended from the heavenly realm. After we meet the
Soul following the four-page hiatus, she is immediately confronted by the second power

named Desire, who says:

MIINAY €PO EPEBHK EMTN TENOY A€ TNaY €po epeBHK €TTie (15,2—4)

I did not see you descending, but now I see you ascending.

Desire mistakenly believes that the Soul belongs to the realm below (15,4-5), but the Soul

corrects her:

AINAY €PO MMENAY €POl OYAE MIEEIME EPOEI NEEIWOOTT NE NPBCA 2 YD MMECOYWDNT
(15,6-8)
I saw you. You did not see me nor did you know me. I was to you garments and you

did not recognize me.

Evidently, the Soul has descended to earth and has not been recognized on her way down.
The obvious connection is to the Johannine Logos, who existed before the world but now
dwells in the world in flesh, although the world does not recognize him (John 1.10, 11, 14).%°
This idea appears in a number of dialogue gospels, and is most likely in the background of
GMary.

In ApJohn and EpPetPhil, the Saviour descends from above and puts on a mortal,
fleshly body. In ApJohn, Jesus reveals that he entered ‘the middle of the prison ... which is

the prison of the body’ (TMHTE MEWTEKO . . . €TE Mai M€ MEWTEKO MIICWMa [Nuc2 30,18-19;

20 The Ephesian author also understood Christ to have descended ‘to the lower parts of earth’ (té kot TEPQ.
[uépn] tiic yfg; [Eph 4.9]), referring presumably to the incarnation. See Charles H. Talbert, Ephesians and
Colossians, Paideia (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Academic, 2007), 112.
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31,3—4]). And thus, Jesus was hidden from the powers of this world, ‘and they did not
recognize me’ (ayw mnoycoywnT [30,21]). This idea is also found in EpPetPhil, in which
Christ was sent to the cosmos below to awaken the fallen light-seed in humanity. Meyer
writes, ‘[f]or the sake of this descent the redeemer apparently put on a body as a disguise, and
went unrecognized by the cosmic powers’.*! Similarities between EpPetPhil and John 1
include the phrase ‘sent down in the body’ (TnnoOYT €2pai M nicawma [EpPetPhil nye
136,17]) and ‘became flesh’ (cap& £yéveto [John 1.14]), the nonrecognition of the Saviour
(EpPetPhil 136,20-21; John 1.10), and coming to one’s own (EpPetPhil 136,23; John 1.11).*

EpAp and Asclsa contain expanded versions of Christ’s descent, involving not only
becoming flesh, but several transformations throughout his journey in order that the heavenly
powers (angels in these cases) should not recognize him. In EpAp, Jesus descends from the
Father of all things, putting on the Father’s wisdom and power, travels incognito through the
various heavens and earth, and then becomes flesh in Mary’s womb. During his descent,
Jesus transforms himself into the angelic form specific to each of the seven heavens; the
angels Michael, Gabriel, Uriel and Raphael follow him to ‘the fifth firmament, for they were
thinking in their hearts that I was one of them’ (armag+oy NCTEPEDMA EYMEYE TAP ABaX N
TIOYPHT X€ aNak OY€ aBax NenToy [13.4]).2 Asclsa is comparable: Christ changes his form
as he descends through the seven heavens, the firmament and to earth. The purpose is
disguise: ‘none of the angels of that world shall know that you (are) Lord with me [the
Father] of the seven heavens and their angels’ (10.11). When Christ becomes flesh, ‘he
suckled at the breast like an infant, as was customary, that he might not be recognized’
(11.17).

Although the unrecognized descending Soul of GMary is not explicitly said to be
Jesus, it is highly likely that a descent-ascent christology lies behind the text. Christ descends
to earth to restore all things to their origins — he inaugurates the dissolution of Matter and
paves the way for souls to journey to heaven. For 1ApocJas, Perkins sees Jesus’ ascent
through the hostile powers as making the ascent of ‘gnostic’ souls possible, as by ascending

through the archons ‘I shall reveal to them [the archons] that he [the righteous person] cannot

2! Marvin W. Meyer, The Letter of Peter to Philip, SBLDS 53 (Chico, CA: Scholars Press, 1981), 130.

22 On these parallels and more, see Klaus Koschorke, ‘Eine gnostische Paraphrase des johanneischen Prologs:
zur Interpretation von “Epistula Petri ad Philippum” (NHC VIII, 2) 136,16-137,4’, VC 33, no. 4 (1979): 383—
92. Meyer argues that only some of Koschorke’s parallels are convincing, Meyer, The Letter of Peter to Philip,
132-33.

2 Hartenstein argues that the similarities between the descent in EpAp, GMary and PistSoph 8 suggest that
EpAp is clearly influenced by ‘gnostic’ language and ideas, Hartenstein, Die zweite Lehre, 106.
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be seized’ (NTa0YMNZ MMal NAY €BOX X.€ OYaTeMa2Te MM0Y [nuc 30,2-4]).2* A comparable
idea is found in EpPetPhil, in which Jesus is sent down in the body to give those who belong
to him authority to enter the inheritance of his Fatherhood (xgc 136,16—28). In the passage
that follows, Christ tells the apostles how to defeat the archons above (137,15—30) and that
they must become illuminators (¢pwcThp, 137,8) — the same word used for Christ (133,27;
139,15). Christ teaches the apostles how to become like him. In Asclsa, Christ descends and
the ascending Christ takes the souls of the righteous with him (9.16-18).

Christ’s ascent may be challenged, however, and in 1ApocJas he acknowledges that

he too must confront the archons. James asks,

2PaBBI Na@) N2€ TNAKATANTa €2Pal €MET WOOM EPENEIGOM THPOY MN NEEI CTPATIA
€Y2HK OYBHEI' TIEXaY Nal X€ €PE NEIGOM 2HK OYBHK OYaaK &N’ aAA& €Y2HK OYBE G€’
€PE NEIGOM 2HK OYBHEL ... 1€ NGABZHT 2260H MMNEYBMOAK (nuc 27,14-21; 28,3—4).
‘Rabbi, how shall I reach the One who Is when all these powers and hosts are armed
against me?’ He said to me, ‘These powers are not armed against you only but against

another: it is against me that they are armed! ... I am fearful before their anger.’

Christ’s victory is assured, however. ‘If they seize him, then he will seize each of
them’ (€Y@aNaMa2Te MMOY® TOTE WaYaMa2Te giXN 0YON NIM [nuc 30,4—6]). Similarly, in
GMary the anonymous Soul who overcomes the powers is, in the first instance, Christ’s, who
prepares the way for those who will follow.

In all these diverse texts, we find the idea that Christ became human so that humans
could become Christlike. Jesus descended from the heavens in order to ascend and pave the
way for believers to follow him. As Christ will ascend, defeating the cosmic powers that
stand in his way, the individual human soul can do likewise. The ascent of the soul is

orientated towards Christ.

5.2.3. The Soul’s Descent

If the individual soul, such as Mary’s, can follow Christ to heaven, then she too must

overcome the challenges of the archons. As we shall see in the next section, there are

24 Perkins, The Gnostic Dialogue, 142—43.
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standard challenges in which the powers ask the Soul where she is from and where she is
going, and the standard retort from the Soul is that she is from ‘above’. And so, it would
seem that the heavenly Rest that the Soul attains was her original state before being
embodied, and that, like Christ, she too descended. The rationale of the descent of the Soul in
GMary is not clear. It may have been explained in the missing pages; alternatively, the
descent may simply have been accepted without explanation. ExegSoul and AuthTeach are
two texts that are focused on how the embodied Soul must defeat bodily lusts and passions,
and both texts accept that the Soul has ‘fallen’ into the body but never explain why. The
Soul’s descent into flesh in GMary most likely builds on the multitude of traditions that
profess that (some) humans possess a divine soul.”

Within the extant text, we find a particular affinity to the Platonic notion of the soul’s
descent from rest to motion.* In GMary, the powers attempt to destabilize the Soul but she
gains ‘Rest’ (dvdnavoig) and ‘silence’ (o1yn; kapwq) at the culmination of her ascent (17,5—
7 // PRyl.GM 21,2). Plato’s souls always move (Phaedr. 245¢c-246a), but stability can be
achieved by the souls who ‘stand on the outer surface of heaven’ which is devoid of disorder
and disturbance (Phaedr. 245¢-247¢).”” In the Timaeus, becoming stable is concurrent with
overcoming the passions. Before the souls are placed in bodies, they are stable and restful;

once they are bound to flesh, they are moved with passions:

When, from necessity, they are implanted in bodies, and there is the to and fro
movement of their bodies (kai T0 pgv mpociol, 10 & dniol Tod cWUATOG AVTMV), then
the first necessity which would befall them is the innate sense perception common to
all, which comes from violent passions (¢k Piaimv madnudtmv); second, desire
(¢pwta) mixed with pleasure and grief; and added to these, fear and anger and
whatever (passions) naturally go with these, along with whatever (passions) are their

opposites. (Tim. 42a-b)®

% Dillon shows that ‘within the Platonism of the first few centuries AD [we have] a fairly wide spectrum of
doctrines concerning the descent of the soul into the body’ John Dillon, ‘The Descent of the Soul in Middle
Platonic and Gnostic Theory’, in The Rediscovery of Gnosticism: Proceedings of the International Conference
on Gnosticism at Yale, March 28-31, 1978, ed. Bentley Layton, vol. 1, Studies in the History of Religion 41
(Leiden: Brill, 1980), 363. He argues that Christian belief in the descent of the Soul is likely to be the
manifestation of the divine in the world (359).

%6 This is not to say that the Soul presented in GMary is entirely Platonic. There is no indication that the Soul of
GMary is composed of three parts, one rational and two nonrational, as we find in Platonic texts such as the
Phaedrus, Republic and Timaeus.

27 See Williams, The Immovable Race, esp. 114.

28 Also quoted in Williams in relation to ApJohn, The Immovable Race, 114—15.
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It is at the beginning of the ‘to and fro’ movement, the movement of the soul entering into the
body, that the souls will experience the power of the passions. In GMary, it is in the body that
a ‘disturbance’ happens, caused by the passions that mirror the cosmic powers that the Soul
must overcome (8,2—6).

Such Platonic ideas and language are employed in ApJohn, in which Sophia begins
‘to move to and fro’ (wee1 [nuc2 13,13]; emdep[e] [ 45,1]1%°) in distress on realizing her
error as Yaldabaoth boasts that he is the only god.*° In the text, John asks what moving ‘to
and fro’ means, to which Jesus replies that it is not the Spirit of God being borne along
(EmpépecBar) over the waters, as Moses said (Gen 1.2 LXX), but Sophia travelling back and
forth in angst, not daring to return home (g 45,6—19). Plese argues that Sophia’s movement
refers to her yielding to the violent movement of the passions of shame, weeping and
repenting.3! This stands in contrast to the aeon of the highest Father which exists in a state of
tranquillity ‘at rest in silence’ (eqMTON MMOY 2N 0YKaPWY [pg 26,7—8]). Williams writes that
the verb eémpépecsBon ‘has become a peg on which to hang the contrast between the stability
of the aeonic realm and the instability of the chaotic realm of darkness’.*?> Humanity is saved
when it overcomes its entrapment in the realm of movement and reaches the realm of
tranquillity (Sophia too is made stable and her outpouring of passion ceases when the Spirit
responds to her prayer [gg 46,15—47,14]). The language of Rest and silence is also used in
GMary for the desired state of the human soul (ananaycic is synonymous with mTon) as it
escapes from the earthly sphere of disturbance, passion and motion.

In GMary, during the Soul’s descent, Desire did not recognize her because she was
clothed. As in the christologically-oriented descent narratives discussed above, her clothing is
her disguise, and it culminates in her incarnation: ultimately, the clothing — called here gBcmw

(garment) — is flesh.” The use of the word ¢Bcw, rather than @texo (prison [e.g. ApJohn nuc2

2 emdepe is the Coptic-Greco word from émpépecBat, and is only in the BG recension. meet has the sense of
wandering to and fro, Crum, A Coptic Dictionary, 547a.

% Williams suggests that Tim. 42a-b, quoted above, directly influenced the account of Sophia in ApJohn,
Williams, The Immovable Race, 114.

31 Zlatko PleSe, Poetics of the Gnostic Universe: Narrative and Cosmology in the Apocryphon of John, NHMS
52 (Leiden and Boston: Brill, 2006), 124. PleSe sees here an amalgamation of Stoic and Platonic ideas:
‘Sophia’s movement of repentance combines two seemingly incompatible alternatives — it represents a
particular state of mind stirred by the rational acknowledgment of evil as well as an irrational affection resulting
from the soul’s union with the flowing and ebbing tide of the bodily substrate’.

32 Williams, The Immovable Race, 113.

3 Tuckett, Mary, 181; King, Mary, 70. This is unlike EpAp and Asclsa, in which Christ transforms himself into
the form of angels.
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30,18—19]) or mga0y (tomb [e.g. ApJohn pg 55,10]), may suggest that the body is not a tomb
or a prison for the soul, as in some Platonic texts (e.g. Phaed. 82e) and several other ancient
thought patterns.* ¢Bcw is a more neutral term, as is illustrated by SentSext: ‘The garment of
your soul [is] the body, so keep it holy since it is without sin’ (TeBcw NTekYYxH [Te] ncwma
* apHRE 6€ €poY eq[oy]aaB * €qo NaTnoBe [30,12—-14]). In GMary, ‘garment’ may be closer to
the idea of the body, also seen in Plato, as a woven fabric that holds the soul within itself as a
means to protect it (to an extent); eventually it unravels and the ‘soul is then released in a
natural way’ (Tim. 73b, 74a, 81d). A similar idea is found in ‘Orphism’ (as reported by
Aristotle), in which the body is an undemanding but brief enclosure for the soul, called a

garment.®

A less negative view of the body corresponds with the more neutral view of
Matter, proposed in the previous chapter. It is not the body, made of Matter, which is the

fundamental problem — it is the passions that act upon it.

5.3. Powers and Passwords

5.3.1. The Heavens and the Gatekeepers

During the ascent, the Soul meets four powers: the first is most likely to be named Darkness
(to correspond with the first power of Wrath);*® the second is named Desire (Temeymia); the
third, Ignorance (TMnTaTCOOYN); and the fourth, the seven forms of Wrath (Toprn). In the
extant text, Darkness, Desire and Wrath act as cosmic gatekeepers that challenge the Soul and
attempt to prevent her from progressing to the next level.

Levels of heavens and their gatekeepers are another common motif in antiquity.”” We

often find three or seven heavens; GMary’s four guardians for four realms with Rest above is

3 In the Chaldean Oracles, the physical world is both a tomb and a jail which the soul must escape, ridding
itself of the 6ynuo (vehicle) or yrtcdv (garment) that it acquired during the descent through the planetary
spheres; see Brian P. Copenhaver, Hermetica: The Greek Corpus Hermeticum and the Latin Asclepius in a New
English Translation with Notes and Introduction (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1992), xxv. Also,
we find this in Josephus’ description of Essene belief: ‘They believe that the bodies are corruptible and their
matter impermanent, but that the souls persevere. Coming from the finest ether, the souls become entangled in
the bodies, as in prison, drawn down by some natural spell. When once they leave the bonds of the flesh, just as
if released from a long slavery, then they rejoice and are lifted high in the air’ (War 2.8.11).

3 On the Generation of Animals B1 734a16, see Radcliffe G. Edmonds III, Redefining Ancient Orphism: A
Study in Greek Religion (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2013), 278—79.

3 Although the first power is not met in the extant text; as Desire and Ignorance correspond to the second and
third of the seven forms of Wrath (16,4—13), the first form, Darkness, is most likely the name of the first power.
37 See esp. Simon Gathercole, ‘Quis et Unde? Heavenly Obstacles in Gos. Thom. 50 and Related Literature’, in
Paradise in Antiquity: Jewish and Christian Views, ed. Markus Bockmuehl and Guy G. Stroumsa (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2010), 82—101.
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unusual, especially when combined with the collective seven guardians in the final power of
Wrath.* On the other hand, seven heavens are extremely common.* In Asclsa, Christ and his
Father reside in the seventh heaven, and Christ descends through the heavens and the lower
firmament. HypArch has seven heavens controlled by Sabaoth, the son of Yaldabaoth. In
ApocPaulcop, Paul must have the appropriate sign to pass through the Old Man (the
demiurge) at the seventh heaven; in ApJohn, the archons number seven.* For GMary,
Tardieu, Pasquier and King argue that the seven powers of Wrath correspond to the
astrological spheres that control fate.*

The narrative of seven rulers questioning the Soul is paralleled in OrigWorld:

TICaAMY A€ NAPXMWN NTAPOYEl AYNAY €POY aYWTOPTP EMATE aYT MEYOYOE! €20YN
€POY AYEMAQTE MMOY aYD MEX2Y MITNIYE ETNZHT( X € NTOK NIM aYWMD NTOK €1 EBOX
TN ENIMA 24OYMMB MEXAY X € NTAEIEl EBOX PITN TAYNAMIC MITPMME ETBE MTAKO
uneTnepron (115,17-23)

Then when the seven rulers came, they saw him and were greatly disturbed. They
went up to him and seized him. And the chief ruler said to the breath within him “Who
are you? And where did you come from?’ It answered and said, ‘I have come from the

power of Man for the destruction of your work’.

Here, the Soul is the life-force that Sophia has sent to introduce life into Adam’s newly-
created body. It is neither Jesus nor a soul following Jesus, and the challenge from the

archons comes at the Soul’s incarnation, not its departure from the body.

38 There may be a Platonic background here: the four categories of living creatures that inhabit the cosmos (Tim.
39e-40a) combined with the seven wandering stars.

¥ See esp. Adela Yarbro Collins, Cosmology and Eschatology in Jewish and Christian Apocalypticism,
Supplements to The Journal for the Study of Judaism 50 (Leiden and New York: Brill, 1996), 47-52.

40 This number may derive from the ‘young gods’ (planets) in the Timaeus, as argued by King, The Secret
Revelation of John, 111; Nicola Denzey Lewis, Cosmology and Fate in Gnosticism and Graeco-Roman
Antiquity: Under Pitiless Skies, NHMS 81 (Leiden and Boston: Brill, 2013), 2013. However, Pétrement regards
Jewish days of the week to be a possibility, Simone Pétrement, A Separate God: The Origins and Teachings of
Gnosticism, trans. Carol Harrison (San Francisco, CA: Harper & Row, 1984), 65. Welburn cannot accept this:
‘no significant correlations result from taking the order of the weekdays as that of the Archons’, see A. J.
Welburn, ‘The Identity of the Archons in the “Apocryphon Johannis™’, VC 32, no. 4 (1978): 242. Collins
repeatedly refers to Babylonian parallels — particularly for the literature that does not explicitly refer to planets,
John Collins, Cosmology and Eschatology in Jewish and Christian Apocalypticism, 21—46.

4 Tardieu, Ecrits Gnostiques, 290-92; Pasquier, Marie, 80—86; King, Mary, 71.
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Tuckett links the names of the seven forms of Wrath in GMary with the seven archons

in ApJohn and the feminine names of the archons in OrigWorld:**

GMary 16,4-13 ApJohn 43,11-20 (BG)* OrigWorld 101,9-102,2
nikake (Darkness) “T'niponoa (Forethought) Trponota (Forethought)
TemeoyMia (Desire) TMNTNOYTE (Divinity) TaNTX2€1¢ (Lordship)
TMNTaTCOOYN (Ignorance) TnTXc (Christhood/Goodness*')  TunTnoyTe (Deity)

nkwe Moy (Zeal for Death) kweT (Fire) TuaNTppo (Kingdom)
TMNTepO NTcapz (Kingdom of the  ThnTppo (Kingdom) nkwg (Jealously)
Flesh)

TMNTC2BH NCeGH Ncapz (Foolish Tcynecic (Understanding) [TunT]PiMa0 (Wealth)
Wisdom of the Flesh)

Tcodia [N]peqnoysc (Wisdom [of  Tcodra (Wisdom) Tcodra (Wisdom)

the] Wrathful Person)

Tuckett imagines that kweT (fire) in ApJohn once read kg (zeal) as in the NHC2 recension,
and argues that ‘the correlation between this section of the lists in the Gospel of Mary and in
[ApJohn] (the version lying behind) BG 43 is fairly exact’.* He then attempts to reconstruct
the history of the development of these terms and points towards a demiurge in the
background of GMary. However, although these lists are comparable, their similarities
should not be overstated. The names of the powers in GMary are likely to derive from
traditions of vice lists that were notoriously fluid in antiquity, and the gatekeepers themselves

need not represent a demiurgical tradition.*

42 Tuckett only lists the last four in ApJohn in comparison with the last four in GMary, Tuckett, Mary, 176. Cf.
Pasquier, Marie, 81.

* The list differs in the different recensions of ApJohn.

# Throughout ApJohn, the nomen sacrum X¢ may derive either from Xpi6td¢ or ypnotéc.

# Tuckett, Mary, 177.

46 For an overview of vice lists, see Philip L. Tite, Valentinian Ethics and Paraenetic Discourse: Determining
the Social Function of Moral Exhortation in Valentinian Christianity, NHMS 67 (Leiden and Boston: Brill,
2009), 164-75.
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The gatekeepers indicate an indirect influence from the Pauline corpus, which
envisages a cosmos dominated by hostile cosmic beings. A key passage is Eph 6.12 in which
the author talks of struggling against cosmic powers (7tp0Og ta.¢ €£ovsiag, TPOG TOLG
KOGUOKPATOopaG ToD 6kdToug Tovtov) and evil spiritual forces in heavenly places (ta
TVELUOTLKA TG TovNpiag &v Toig émovpaviois).*’ Several early Christian thinkers shared the
belief that demonic powers governed the world; for example, Tatian tells his addressees that
humanity is under the influence of demons and that they should take up arms against them
and conquer them by repudiating matter (ad. Graec. 16).* In the background here is, once
again, Plato, who argues in the Phaedo that the Soul is not in harmony with the body — it is
‘something much too divine to rank as an attunement’ (94e) — and rather works against it,
sometimes ‘conversing with the desires and passions and fears (taic £émbopioig koi opyoaic
Kol e6Poig) as though it were quite separate and distinct from them’ (94d). The righteous soul
conversing with the inner forces of the desires and passions is entirely at home in Plato; but
Christian thinkers saw them as mirrored in the heavenly sphere. In GMary, the wise soul can
converse with and conquer the passions and fears who act as gatekeepers on her heavenly

journey, by imitating Christ’s ascension.

5.3.2. The Key to Open the Gate

Where there are gatekeepers, there are ways in which to pass through their gates. In early
Christian texts, the cosmic traveller generally has to make a verbal proclamation in response
to the gatekeepers’ questions in order to unlock the gates. In Asclsa, Christ himself needs to
provide ‘passwords’ to descend through most of the lower heavens (10.24—30). (The angels
of the air seem to forget to ask him for a password as they are too busy fighting each other
[10.31].) And Christians, following Jesus, were learning this procedure — Origen quotes
Celsus as referring to those who have ‘wretchedly learnt by heart the names of the [seven]
door-keepers’ (c. Cels. 7.40, cf. 6.30). DialSav, GThom 50 and 1ApocJas demonstrate that
these passwords or verbal declarations were being taught. The disciples could learn how to
pass through the archons, modelled on Jesus’ own ascension.

DialSav explicitly shows that these verbal pronouncements were taught by Jesus:

47 As we saw in chapter two, Ephesians was very influential, demonstrated by its citation at the beginning of
HypArch (86,20-27).

8 Gathercole states that brief allusions to this motif are common, citing SentSext 40, ApJas 8,27-36, Treatise
on the Resurrection 45,38-39 and Acts of Thomas 148, 167, Gathercole, ‘Quis et Unde?’, 83 n.5.
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TNATCABOTN 20TaN €M)ANIDIE NGITEOYOEWD) MITBIDA €BOX TAWOPI NGOM MITKAKE
N2 > TWMNT €PMTN * MITPPEOTE NTETNX00C X€ €IC TIE0YO > €1Q) a4WMTIE * dANA
EWATETNNAY EYGEPMB NOYDT' € . . . (122,2-8)

I will teach you. When the time of the dissolution arrives, the first power of darkness
will come upon you. Do not be afraid and say ‘Behold. The time has come’. But

seeing a single staff . . .

Unfortunately, lacunae render a large part of the next eight lines and the following leaf
illegible. It is impossible to deduce how far these instructions continue or what Jesus taught
Mary, Matthew and Judas.

In GThom and 1ApocJas, pronouncements take the form of declaring one’s origins.

As one saying in GThom reads:

TEXE 1€ X€ EYWANX00C NHTN X€ NTATETNIMMDIE EBOX TN X00C NAY X.€ NTANEl EBON
oM TMOYOEIN TTMa ENTa TTOYOEIN (YMTIE MMAY €BOX 2ITOOTY OY2ATY 24WRE EPATY YD
AYOYMNY €[BJOX 2N TOY2IKMN €YM)2X00C NHTN X€ NTMTN T1€ X00C X€ dANON
NEYWHPE aYM ANON NCIDTT MIIEIMDT €TONZ EYWANXNE THYTN X€ OY IM€ MUAEIN
MMETNEIMT €TEN THYTN X00C EPOOY X€ OYKIM e MN oyanNatnaycic (GThom 50)

Jesus says: ‘If they say to you, “Where do you come from?” say to them, “We have
come from the light, the place where the light has come into being by itself, has
establish[ed itself] and has appeared in their image”. If they say to you, “Is it you?”
say, “We are his children, and we are the elect of the living Father”. If they ask you,
“What is the sign of your Father among you?” say to them, “It is movement and

99 9

rest’.

What is actually being referred to here is unclear.® It has been read as taking place in a

secular environment;™ as a dialogue between the soul and powers in preparation for mystical

* The combination of motion and rest is also difficult to interpret: DeConick turns to the Corpus Hermeticum to
interpret it as God’s immobility, April D. DeConick, Seek to See Him: Ascent and Vision Mysticism in the
Gospel of Thomas, VCSupp 33 (Leiden: Brill, 1996), 93-95. Gathercole sees it as a divine unity, Gathercole,
The Gospel of Thomas, 410.

0 See Gathercole, The Gospel of Thomas, 406-07.
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experience,” or as Jesus preparing the disciples for their post-mortem heavenly ascent.” The
last option not only parallels the eschatological context of DialSav and GMary, but is
complemented by the previous saying, in which Jesus says, ‘Blessed are the solitary and
elect, for you will find the kingdom. For you are from it, and you will return there again’
(2ENMAKAPIOC NE NMONAXOC aYM €TCOTIT X€ TETNAPE ATMNTEPO X€ NT(TN NZHTC TaAIN
e€TeTNaBDK eMaY [GThom 49]). In 1ApocJas and GMary, the dialogue with the powers
reflects the Christian soul returning to its heavenly home, and so GThom 50 is likely to be the
same.

1Apoclas has a very clear passage where Jesus is instructing James what to say to the

otherworldly guardians, called toll-collectors:

E€W)DITE G€ EKWANEL ETOOTOY * OYN OYa €BOX NPHTOY NaXO00C NaK * €YPEYAPER NTaY
TEXE NTK NIM H NTK OYEBOX TN * €EKEX00C Na{ X € dANaK OYM)HPE dYD dANOK OYEBOA
oM mT (nuc 33,11-18)

When you come into their power, one of them who is their guard will say to you,
‘Who are you or where are you from?’ You are to say to him, ‘I am a son, and I am

from the Father’.

€UNAX00C NaK ON X€ EKNABMK €TMN * EKEXO00C Na( X€ €MMa €TAlEl EBON MMaY
€INABWK ON eMay (nge 34,15-17).
When he again says to you, ‘Where will you go?’, you are to say to him, ‘To the place

from which I have come, there shall I return’.>3

James will be saved by declaring that he is returning home.

Similar questions are posed to the Soul in GMary:

[ac]pezeTaze NTeYYXH ecx[m M]Moc x € epeBHK €TWN (15,13—-14)

[She] questioned the Soul, sa[yilng ‘Where are you going?’

3! DeConick, Seek to See Him, 43-99.
52 Gathercole, The Gospel of Thomas, 407; Gathercole, ‘Quis et Unde?’
3 The CT version is similar.
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Nal N€ TCamye NNE[Z]oYCla NTE TOPTH €YMINE NTEYYXH X€ EPENHY XIN TN
TeATBPMME H €PEBHK €TWN Toyacyma (16,12—-16)
These are the seven p[o]wers of Wrath. They ask the Soul, “Where do you come from

Human-Slayer? Or, where do you go Space-Destroyer?’

The ‘who are you’ and ‘where are you from/going’ questions are widespread, being found
across cultures and times.>* But in a Christian context they may relate directly to Jesus.
Looking at 1ApocJas, Haxby regards the instructions as ‘reflect[ing] a complex and creative
reading of John’, and particularly John 7-8.5> As Jesus teaches in the Temple, a debate breaks
out regarding whether he is the Messiah.® The questions and answers are orientated around

who Jesus is and where he is from/going.

AAL0 TODTOV OidaueV TOBEV €0TIV: O &€ XPLETOG ATAV EPYNTOL OVSEIG YIVOOGKEL TOBEV
¢otiv. (John 7.27)
Yet we know where this man is from, but when the Messiah comes, no one will know

where he is from.

Kope oidate kol oidate TOOeV il kol A’ uovtod ok EANALON, dAL’ EoTiv
GANOLVOC O TERYOG PE, OV DUETC 0VK 0idate’ £yd 01da TV, &TL TTop” oW TOD Eipt
KOKEIVOG ne dméoteirey. (7.28-29)

You know me and you know where I am from. I have not come of my own accord,
but the one sent me is true, and you do not know him. I know him, because I am from

him, and he sent me.

£T1L YPOVOV LIKPOV Hed’ DUV i Kai LITAY® TPOG TOV TEUYAVTA pe. (7.33)

I will be with you a little longer and then I am going to him who sent me.

>* Examples include the Egyptian ‘Book of the Dead’ (chap. 122) and the Jaiminiya Brahmana (46—50) from
India. For these and more examples, see Alberto Bernabé and Ana Isabel Jiménez San Cristobal, Instructions for
the Netherworld: The Orphic Gold Tablets, Religions in the Graeco-Roman World 162 (Leiden and Boston:
Brill, 2008), 207-26.

% Mikael Haxby, ‘The First Apocalypse of James: Martyrdom and Sexual Difference’ (PhD Thesis, Harvard,
2013), 67-71.

% As 7.53-8.11 is not part of the original text, 8.12 presumably continues in the Temple; cf. v. 59.
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Einov odv avt® oi Papioaior 6 TEPL GEOVTOD HOPTUVPEIS T LAPTLPIO. GOV OVK EGTLV
aAndnc. amexkpidn Incodc kol imeV aOTOC" KAV £YD HAPTLP® TEPL ELAVTOD, AANOTC
goTv 1| poptupio pov, 8Tt 0ida méBev NABoV kol oD LA yw: VUEIS 8¢ 0Dk OidaTE
é0ev Epyouat 1 od LILAY. (8.13—14)

Then the Pharisees said to him, “You are testifying on your own behalf; your
testimony is not valid’. Jesus answered, ‘My testimony is valid because I know where
I have come from and where I am going, but you do not know where I come from or

where [ am going’.

DUETG €K TV KATM €0TE, EYM €K TOV AvM il DUETS €K TOVTOL TOD KOCUOL £0TE, EYM
oVK gipl €k Tod Kdopov TovTov (8.23)

You are from below, I am from above; you are of this world, I am not of this world.

The debate over origins and destination in John 7—8 mirrors the dialogue that James must

expect with the soul-collecting archons in 1ApocJas. Haxby argues:

The questions which are asked of Jesus in John, and which the ‘guard’ and ‘toll
collectors’ pose in I ApocJas, concern the same issues of origin and destination. The
answers are the same: just as Jesus came from God the Father, so James has come
from the Father. Just as Jesus is returning to the Father, so James is going to the place

from which he came.”’

Jesus’ self-knowledge in John 7—8, which authenticates his authority, is reformulated in
1Apoclas as the knowledge that James must acquire about himself: ‘The Christology of John
comes to be knowledge about the self in IApocJas’.”® And this knowledge is the path to true
martyrdom and James’ return to ‘the place from which I have come’ (v NT2a€161 MMOY [cr

21,18]).%

" Haxby, ‘The First Apocalypse of James’, 69.

58 Haxby, ‘The First Apocalypse of James’, 70.

% Edwards, similar to Haxby, sees the narrative of the ascent of the Soul in 1ApocJas as serving two purposes
within the text: “The first purpose is to act as a recapitulation and expansion on the earlier cosmology. More
importantly, however, is the fact that this part of the narrative serves to impart instructions to the dying person
on successfully navigating in the afterlife. In this context we might go so far as to assert that these instructions
are intended for the believers about to be martyred’, Robert Michael Edwards, ‘The Rhetoric of Authority: The
Nature of Revelation in the First Apocalypse of James’, in La littérature des Questions et Réponses dans
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The knowledge of one’s origins as the verbal key to pass through otherworldly
gatekeepers predates Christianity by centuries; we find it on the gold ‘Orphic’ tablets, on
which the deceased must remember what path to take and what to say to the guardians as
they journey into Hades.®® These are grave tablets dating from the end of the fifth century
BCE to the second century CE and have been ‘found throughout the margins of the Greek
world, from Thessaly to southern Italy and Crete’.%! They functioned as mnemonic devices to
aid the deceased in remembering what to say as they journey into Hades. By the nature of
being a mnemonic device, and small, gold tablets, they do not offer continuous narratives
about the afterlife, but Graf and Johnston argue that in the tablets ‘we should expect to find
brief allusions to bigger stories and ritual sequences with which their possessors were
familiar’.5 They are of interest due to the dialogue between the ‘guards’ and the deceased,

who must declare that they are from a heavenly race:

You will find to the left of the house of Hades a spring

and standing by it a white cypress.

Do not even approach this spring!

You will find another, from the Lake of Memory,

cold water pouring forth; there are guards before it.

Say, ‘I am a child of Earth and starry Sky,

but my race is heavenly. You yourselves know this.

I am parched with thirst and am dying; but quickly grant me
cold water flowing from the Lake of Memory’.

And they themselves will grant you to drink from the sacred spring.
And thereafter you will rule among the other heroes.

This is the work of Memory. When you are about to die

todie... write this

I’ Antiquité profane et chrétienne: De I’ enseignement a I’ exégese, ed. Marie-Pierre Bussieres, Instrumenta
Patristica et Mediaevalia 64 (Turnhout: Brepols Publishers, 2013), 68—69.

8 For a redefinition of ‘Orphic’ and ‘Orphism’ (much like the redefinition of ‘gnosticism’), see Edmonds,
Redefining Ancient Orphism. The relationship between Orphism and ‘gnosticism’ is ‘an old conundrum of the
history of religions’; see Einar Thomassen, ‘Gnostics and Orphics’, in Myths, Martyrs, and Modernity: Studies
in the History of Religions in Honour of Jan N. Bremmer, ed. Jitse Dijkstra, Justin Kroesen, and Yme Kuiper,
Studies in the History of Religions 127 (Leiden and Boston: Brill, 2010), 468.

81 Radcliffe G. Edmonds III, Myths of the Underworld Journey: Plato, Aristophanes, and the ‘Orphic Gold
Tablets’ (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2004), 29.

82 Fritz Graf and Sarah Iles Johnston, Ritual Texts for the Afterlife: Orpheus and the Bacchic Gold Tablets
(London and New York: Routledge, 2007), 95.
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enwrapped . . . darkness.®

This tablet is one of the earliest, dated to the fourth century BCE, approximately six centuries
before GMary (and 1ApocJas and GThom). As well as other tablets from the same period
that follow a similar format, there are several examples from the second/first century BCE
that include the question ‘Who are you? Where are you from?’ (tig 8’ ¢Zi; néd &’ £€Z1), to
which the person must answer that they are a son or daughter of the Earth and starry Sky.* In
contrast to the example above, in these tablets there is no declaration that they are from a
heavenly race, or the like.® Tablets that include a reference to the heavenly race begin with
the strongly adversative a0tdp, which Edmonds suggests points to ‘a more dualistic outlook
that privileges the starry sky of Heaven over the material world of the Earth’. This is opposed
to ‘the original claim to be the child of both Earth and Heaven [that] implies not dualism but
primeval unity’.%

The dialogue gospels that instruct the soul how to combat its opponents leave out
much of what we find on the Orphic tablets, such as the crossroads, cypress tree and spring.%’
The idea that the dead were thirsty (which Edmonds argues is a universal human idea®®) is
common on the tablets: the dead must refrain from drinking the first body of water it comes
across (from the spring of forgetfulness — they must hold out for the spring of memory). In
the Christian narratives, instead of conquering thirst (and forgetfulness), the Souls must
conquer passions (and forgetfulness). Both thirst and passions represent bodily desires and
needs, and in both cases, failing memory has the capacity to hamper progress.

In order to gain access to the superior afterlife offered on the Orphic tablets and in
1ApocJas, one must remember. On several of the Orphic tablets, the dead must resist the

water of forgetfulness and drink only from the spring of memory. Forgetfulness is seen as a

83 Translation from Graf and Johnston, Ritual Texts for the Afterlife, 6-7.

% E.g. Eleutherna 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5; Mylopotamos; Rethymnon 2; and Pharsalos: Graf and Johnston, Ritual Texts
for the Afterlife, 20-35.

55 The exception to this is tablet 29, from a grave of an unknown location in Thessaly, mid-4th cent. BCE, which
reads ‘“Who are you? Where are you from? I am son of the Earth and starry Sky. But my race is heavenly’ (tig
8’¢ot; md 8’¢ot; Tag viog gipt kol Odpovod doTtePdEVTOG 0DTAP 1ol YEVog odpdviov); see Graf and Johnston,
Ritual Texts for the Afterlife, 40—41.

% Edmonds III, Myths of the Underworld Journey, 79.

87 Thomassen writes that there are three points of comparison between Orphism and ‘gnosticism’ (namely
1Apoclas and Adv. Haer. 1.21.5): ‘1) a similar scenario of [cosmic] interrogation; 2) a declaration made by the
deceased about her divine origin and nature; and 3) the reference to a previous ritual of initiation which has
assured the dead person of her divine nature, made her immortal and provided her with the knowledge needed to
overcome the obstacles faced after death and to produce the right answers to the questions asked’, Thomassen,
‘Gnostics and Orphics’, 467—68.

8 Edmonds III, Myths of the Underworld Journey, 47.
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quality of the disembodied. In 1Apoclas, however, forgetfulness hits when one becomes
embodied. It is a defect of the souls trapped in the body, rather than the dead. James praises

Jesus for not being subject to the folly of forgetfulness in a somewhat poetic adoration:

2P2BBEl AKEL TP [2N] 0YCOOYNE €XITO0 NTOYMNTATCOOYNE aYMD NTAKEl 2N OYPMEOYE
€XIMO NTEYBWE d2AAa N1l POOY®) &N 2aPOK aKEl TAP ETMNTATCOOYNE aYMD
[M]OKTOAM A20Y€ 2PHI NPHTC aKEl €TBWE AYD TPIMEOYE NPHTK aKMOOWE @M MOME
mnkToam (cr 14,21-15,7)%

Rabbi, for you have come [with] knowledge to rebuke their ignorance. And you have
come with remembrance to rebuke their forgetfulness. But I am not worried about
you. You have come to ignorance, and you have not been defiled at all by it. You
have come to forgetfulness, and remembrance was in you. You have walked in mud,

but have not become dirty.

James continues by comparing himself with Jesus, but where Jesus succeeds, James fails: by
becoming incarnate, his memory fades. The theme of forgetting one’s origins when embodied
is shared with ApJohn, in which the body acts as a chain of forgetfulness (xuc2 21,9-12),
alongside the first humans being made to drink ‘water of forgetfulness’ (oyMo0Y NBW)E [NHC2
25,7]) so that they would not know where their origins lay. ExegSoul and AuthTeach also
urge the soul to remember where she originated.

The Soul’s ascent in GMary frees her from ‘the chain of forgetfulness’ (TMppe NTBWE
[17,3]) — presumably meaning the embodied state of forgetfulness that we see in 1 ApocJas
and ApJohn. The male disciples have forgotten their true origins, and that is why Mary can
say ‘[what is] unknown to you and I remember, I will pr[oclaim to you]’ ([oca vu]og
AavBavel (=gHr) Kot otopvnuovev® aval[yyeim vuwv] [POxy.GM 18]). It is not simply that
the male disciples are absentminded through their own ineptness; they are entangled in the

material realm of forgetfulness.

89 Scribal markings omitted for clarity. The NHC version is similar but more fragmentary.
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5.4. The Soul’s Victory

5.4.1. Human-Slayer and Space-Destroyer

As the Soul ascends, she meets the third power named Ignorance, who asks the usual
question of where the Soul is going. The Soul does not answer, but asserts her dominance

over the cosmos below:

[ac]pezeTaze NTEYYXH €CX [ M]MOC X € €PEBHK €TWN 2N [O]YTIONHPIA aYaMa2Te
MMO aY[a]Ma2Te A€ MMO MIPKPINE aY[(D] TEXE TEYYXH X € 22PO EPEKPINE MMOI
EMITIKPINE AYEMAQTE MMOI EMITIAMARTE MITOYCOYMNT ANOK A€ AICOYMNOY €YBDA
€BOX MITTHPY €ITE Na [IKa2 €ITE Na Tr[€] NTEPETEYYXH OYWCY NTME2WOMNTE
NNEZOYCla ACBMK EMCa NTTIE aYD ACNAY €TMa2YTOE NNEZ0YCIa (15,12—-16,4)

[She] questioned the Soul, sa[yilng, ‘Where are you going? In [w]ickedness, they
bound you. You are indeed b[oJund. Do not judge’. An[d] the Soul said, ‘“Why do you
judge me? I did not judge. They bound me; I did not bind. They did not recognize me;
but I recognized them. All things are dissolving, both the things of the earth and the
things of the heav[en]’. When the Soul had destroyed the third of the powers she went

upwards and saw the fourth of the powers.

As in the exchange with Desire, the Soul exploits the claims made by Ignorance, claiming
that she did not judge or bind and that it was the cosmic powers (and their corresponding
passions) that bound her. She recognized their true identity but they did not recognize hers.”
What exactly the Soul means by judgement is difficult to understand. King and Tuckett
regard this passage as reflecting the Saviour’s teachings on sin: without sin, there is no
judgement or condemnation.”" It may be an implicit attack on enforcing rules outside of the
Saviour’s teachings, like the reference to the ‘Lawgiver’ (vopo8étng) in the Saviour’s
farewell discourse; or it may simply mean that the Soul did not participate in immoral
behaviour. The Soul’s words regarding all things dissolving demonstrates her profound

understanding of the unstable nature of the material cosmos. The present tense of €yBwXA €BOA

70 There is a translation difficulty here as the third-person prefixes ay- and unoy- may be translated in the active
or the passive sense. Either way, the Soul was bound and not recognized.
"' King, Mary, 71; Tuckett, Mary, 183.
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(is dissolving) reflects the inauguration of the dissolution because of the Good, discussed in
the previous chapter.

Conquering Ignorance allows the Soul to proceed to the fourth power, embodying ‘the
seven p[o]wers of Wrath’ (Tcamye nneg[z]oycia nTe Topru [16,12—13]). These powers also
question the Soul, asking, “Where do you come from Human-Slayer? Or, where do you go
Space-Destroyer?’ (6peNHY XIN TN T2ATBPMME H EPEBHK €TMN ToYacyma [16,14—15]). At
this point, the Soul does not see this as a challenge; rather, she declares that she is already

free:

ACOYMWB NG1 TEYYXH MEXAC X € METEMALTE MMOI AYKONCY aYM METKTO MMOl
AYOYOCU<Y> aYD TAEMOYMIA ACXMK €BOX aYM TMNTATCOOY ACMOY 2N’ oy[Koc]Moc
NTAYBOAT' €BOA 2NN OYKOCMOC [aY] N OYTYTIOC €BOX 2N OYTYTIOC €TMIICA NTTIE
AYM TMPPE NTBW)E €TAWOOTI ITPOC OYOI) XIN MITINAY €EINAX1 NTANATIAYCIC MITEXPONOC
MIIKAIPOC MITal' N 2N NoYKapwy (16,16—17,7)

The Soul answered and said, ‘That which bound me has been slain and that which
surrounds me has been destroyed. And my Desire deceased and Ignorance died. In a
[wor]ld I was dissolved from a world, [an]d in a type from a type which is above, and
the chain of the forgetfulness which exists only for a while. From this time on, I will

receive Rest from the time of the season of the age, in silence’.

The Soul explains where she has been: bound in the material world, dominated by passions,
and living in a state of forgetfulness. And where she is going: to receive Rest. At the same
time, she replies to the charges of ‘Human-Slayer’, as eliminating the body corrupted by
passion, and ‘Space-Destroyer’, as overcoming the cosmic archons and recognizing the state
of the dissolving, impermanent cosmos. The syntax of the final sentence is not clear here:
Wilson and MacRae translate ‘rest of the time’,”” but Pasquier suggests rest from the time.”
Pasquier’s suggestion works well here as temporality can be used as a means of oppression,
as in ApJohn, in which humans are ‘bound by means of measure and times and moments’
(cCoONR 2N OYM) MN 2NCHY MN @NOYO0€1Q) [pg 72,4—6]), related to fate. By translating ‘Rest from

the time’, the immutable heaven is understood as existing beyond temporal and spatial limits.

"2 R. McL. Wilson and George W. MacRae, ‘The Gospel According to Mary: BG, 1:7,1-19,5’, in Nag
Hammadi Codices V,2-5 and VI with Papyrus Berlinensis 8502,1 and 4., ed. D. M. Parrott, NHS 11 (Leiden:
Brill, 1979), 567.

73 Pasquier, Marie, 95-96.
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Human recognition of the dissolving cosmos, and overcoming it, is also found in
GThom. As we saw in the last chapter, logion 3 and 113 pronounce a realized eschatology in
that the kingdom is already present (like GMary’s Son of Man); and logion 11 and 111 reflect
the idea that the heaven and earth will pass away. Logion 111 is particularly comparable to

GMary:

TIEXE 1C X€ MITHYE NAGMN' aYM MKaA2 MIIETNMTO €BOX" aYM METONG €BOX 2N TMETONY
guanNay aN eMoy (GThom 111.1)
Jesus said, ‘The heavens and the earth will roll up in your presence and the one who

lives from the Living One will not see death’.

Davies reads GThom 3 and 113 in light of 11 and 111, and argues that ‘when a man of light
discovers the kingdom within, he is superior to the world previously and ordinarily
apprehended, a world which for him has now passed away’.” Gathercole, likewise, contends
that the cosmic collapse of 11 and 111 is a ‘relatively quiet matter’ and is insignificant to the
Thomasine disciple who, having undergone a challenge from hostile archons (GThom 50),
will live forever.” It is the living one who understands this message who ‘will not taste
death’ (quaxi tmie an 1oy [GThom 1]). Like the Thomasine disciple, the Soul of GMary
understands that she is separate from, and superior to, the dissolving cosmos. As she ascends,

she eliminates fleshly desires and understands the nature of the material heavens and earth.

5.4.2. Rest and Restoration

The terms ‘Rest’ and ‘silence’ describe the ultimate destiny for the Soul after her ascent. The
two terms are connected, as seen in the description of the divine realm in ApJohn, quoted
earlier: ‘at rest in silence’ (¢qMTON MMOY 2N OYKaPW®Y [pg 26,7—8]). Silence is simply a state
of Rest.”

The motif of Rest as the post-mortem goal of the human is fairly common in early

Christian literature, including Matt 11.29 (you will find rest for your souls [gvpnioete

™ Davies, ‘The Christology and Protology of the "Gospel of Thomas," 672.

7> Gathercole, ‘The Eschatology of the Gospel of Thomas,” 294-95.

76 King: ‘It is in silence that one ultimately encounters God’, Karen L. King, ‘Hearing, Seeing, and Knowing
God: Allogenes and the Gospel of Mary’, in Early Christian Voices in Texts, Traditions, and Symbols: Essays
in Honor of Francois Bovon, ed. David H. Warren, Ann Graham Brock, and David W. Pao (Boston and Leiden:
Brill, 2003), 325.
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avamavoy taig yuyoic vudv]) and Heb 4.1-11, in which the righteous are invited to enter
into God’s ‘Rest’ (katdnavoic).” It is found in a number of dialogue gospels, including
EpAp (12.3; 19.14; 26.5), EpPetPhil (xgc 137,10), DialSav (120,5—-8) and BookThom
(145,8—16). ‘Rest’ in GMary is the final resting place of the Soul; it is the post-mortem fate
of the individual, but can be partly realized in the present. Mary falls silent as the Soul does —
she has attained the state of Rest, as will be discussed in the next section.

In GMary, the Rest is protological. As the Soul returns to the place from which she
came, avanovoig is related to the idea of dnokatdotooig, understood as the return of all
creation, or at least rational beings, to the Good, or God.” For Philo dnokotdotacig is in
reference to the restoration of the soul (teleiov dmokatdotacty yuyig [Her. 293]), from sins
and passions (1d6n).” Clement, influenced by Philo, also depicts the perfection of the
‘gnostic’ soul, which dwells in the divine, as an apokatastasis or restitution to the highest
place of rest (gig TOv kopvpaiov anokatoctrion Thg dvanavcems témov [Strom. 7.10.57.1—
4]). There, it will see God ‘face to face’. But, for Clement the restoration of the soul is not

entirely protological: thanks to Christ’s coming, the end is better than the beginning.*

5.4.3. Realized or Post-Mortem Salvation?

The disciple, for GMary, does not need to be deceased to attain Rest — or partial Rest, at least.
It is clear that the living and embodied Mary has defeated the powers named Ignorance,
Wrath and Desire. She receives private revelation from the Lord; she is ‘blessed’ (naiaTe) as
she does not waver at the vision of the Saviour (10,14—15); she comforts the male disciples,
turning their minds towards the Good (9,12—22); and the Saviour not only ‘loved her more
than the other women’ (oyame NpoYO niapa nikeceere ncive [10,1-3]) but, as Levi tells Peter
and Andrew, the Saviour ‘loved her more than us’ (oyoac ngoyo epon [18,14—15]). The

beloved disciple and comforter who teaches the others about salvation is clearly not under the

7 On the multiple parallels, see C. Schneider, ‘Anapausis’, Reallexikon fiir Antike und Christentum I (1950):
414-18. For the eschatological interpretation of Matt 11.28-30, see W. D. Davies and Dale C. Allison, Matthew
8-18, vol. 2, ICC (London and New York: T&T Clark, 1991), 288—89. On the various interpretations of ‘rest’ in
Hebrews, see Harold W. Attridge, ‘“Let Us Strive to Enter That Rest”: The Logic of Hebrews 4:1-11°, HTR 73,
no. 1-2 (1980): 279.

78 See Ilaria Ramelli, The Christian Doctrine of Apokatastasis: A Critical Assessment from the New Testament
to Eriugena, VCSupp 120 (Leiden: Brill, 2013), 1. Origen is usually credited with being the founder of this
doctrine in Christianity but Ramelli shows that he had several antecedents.

7 See Ramelli, The Christian Doctrine of Apokatastasis, 6—7. For Philo, apokatastasis can also refer to the
restoration of the soul to health after the abandonment of evil.

80 Ramelli, The Christian Doctrine of Apokatastasis, 119-36, esp. 135-36.
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influence of the powers — in contrast to the ‘wrathful’(npequoyesc) Peter, who is likened to
the adversaries (18,7—10). As the Soul reaches silence at the end of her journey, Mary falls
silent at the end of her recollection. The Coptic MS inserts a scribal break here, showing that
Mary’s silence should be read alongside the Soul’s and Jesus’, rather than as part of the
subsequent argument between the disciples.?!

It is often noted that, in Jewish and Christian literature, the ascent of the soul can be
post-mortem (‘eschatological”) or while embodied (‘ecstatic’).** In terms of eschatological
salvation, these journeys can be characterized in terms of future or realized eschatology. But
these do not have to be mutually exclusive — salvation can be a process. Salvation in GMary
may have been realized in two stages: the knowledge gained in the body and the journey of
the Soul after death. Pagels and Koester see this idea in DialSav, noting a realized/future

‘paradox’ throughout the text. The opening projects a realized eschatology:

HAH ATIE0YO0E1() YDTIE NECNHOY XEKAAC ENAKD NCIN MIENQICE * NTNAE €PATN 2N
TANATAYCIC * TIETNAWMPE FaP €EPATY 2N TANAMAYCIC YNAMTON MMoY Nayaenep (120,3—
6)

Already the time has come, brothers, for us to abandon our labour and stand in Rest.

For whoever stands in Rest will rest forever.

This is shortly followed by an implication of future eschatology, ‘when the time of
dissolution comes’ (0TaN €MANMDIIE NG1 MEOYOEIW) MIIBMA €BOX [122,2-3]), and Jesus
instructs his disciples that the power of fear will come upon them. The little that remains of
the account of cosmic powers battling the Soul in the very fragmentary text appears to be
similar to GMary. DialSav, however, contains an explicit reference to baptism (134,5-8) and
a vision of the Eternal existent (134,24—138,1) that Pagels and Koester understand to inform
the whole tractate: ‘[W]e find Dial. Sav. dealing with the tension between what the disciples
have received “already’ through baptism, initiation and visions, and what they anticipate as

“not yet”.* DeConick, on the other hand, regards DialSav as anticipating death, ascent and

81 Hartenstein understands Mary’s silence as indicating that ‘Maria wird also als eine dargestellt, die ein hohes
Mal an Vollkommenheit erreicht hat’, Hartenstein, Die zweite Lehre, 149.

82 See e.g. Jan N. Bremmer, ‘Descents to Hell and Ascents to Heaven in Apocalyptic Literature’, in The Oxford
Handbook of Apocalyptic Literature, ed. John J. Collins (Oxford and New York: Oxford University Press,
2014), 350-52.

8 Emmel, Koester, and Pagels, Nag Hammadi Codex II1,5, 14. They find parallels in EpPetPhil, Ephesians,
Hebrews, 1 Peter and GPhil.
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immortalization; baptism does not guarantee such ascent (or foretaste of salvation), but
knowledge of one’s origins is what is necessary.* In GMary, it appears that Mary, while
knowing the Soul’s origins, has achieved a (semi-)state of eschatological salvation, and has
fulfilled the teachings of the gospel: she has found the Son of Man within and put on the
Perfect Man.

Evidently there is an aspect of a realized salvation or eschatology in GMary, akin to
the Johannine ‘eternal life’ and the Ephesian idea of already being seated in heaven (Eph
2.6). For John, the crucial event is the coming of Jesus, and one abides in a figurative death
until one believes. John’s eternal life can begin in the present body; the evangelist has Jesus
tell his readers that believers have already passed from death to life (5.24—25). The language
of resurrection figures in the present (‘For as the Father raises the dead and gives them life, so
also the Son gives life to whom he will’ [domep yap O Tathp £yEipel TOLS VEKPOLGS KOl
Cwomotel, olTmg Kai O viog obg BEAeL {womoiel, 5.21]), yet they will not be raised until the
‘last day’ (¢oydtn Nuépa [6.40]). At Lazarus’ tomb, Martha echoes this sentiment (‘I know
that he will rise again in the resurrection at the last day’ [0ida &t1 dvacticeton v Tf
avaotdoet &v 11 Eoxdatn Nuépq, 11.24]), but Jesus corrects her assumption, declaring himself
the resurrection and the life (11.25).% As Lazarus is raised, it is evident that the ‘last day’ has
already come. Neither GMary nor John emphasize the coming of Christ as a future
eschatological event.®® Rather, the individual eschatology focuses on the ‘realized’ element:
the Saviour’s coming has the ability to bring eternal life, or Rest, in the present time

The Pauline influence is evident here too, as (pseudo-)Paul exhorts his readers to fight
the cosmic powers (Eph 6.12), while also declaring that, although they were once ‘children of
wrath’ (tékva 0pyig) living in the ‘passions of the flesh’ (¢mbuuiong tiic copkde, 2.3), they
can now participate in heaven whilst living on earth. As Talbert writes, believers ‘live in two

dimensions’.*” The language as well as the concepts of battling the cosmic ££ovcion

8 April D. DeConick, ‘The “Dialogue of the Savior” and the Mystical Sayings of Jesus’, VC 50, no. 2 (1996):
esp. 183.

85 This is not to deny the Johannine tension between future and realized eschatology: John 5.28-29 clearly
suggests that there will be an eschatological resurrection in the future. As Ashton writes, John ‘has not
altogether abandoned the belief that there will be a future judgement as well... [yet for] the most part John
effectively de-eschatologizes judgement by making it the immediate consequence of an option for or against
Christ in the lifetime of each individual’, Ashton, Understanding the Fourth Gospel, 406, 409. Dodd argues that
the evangelist is deliberately juxtaposing two contrasting eschatologies, C. H. Dodd, The Interpretation of the
Fourth Gospel (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1955), 320-28.

8 The exception to this in John is 14.3: ‘And if I go and prepare a place for you, I will come again and will take
you to myself, so that where I am, there you may be also’ (koi &0v Topevf® Koi £TOWACEO TOTOV DUV, TAALY
gpyonon koi Tapadfuyonot Dudg TPog EpavTdv, tva d1ov eiui £y koi Dueig fTe).

87 Talbert, Ephesians and Colossians, 60.
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(ezovcia), linked with émibopio (emoymia), odpé (capz) and 6pyni (opru), mirror those we
have seen in GMary. Mary, having defeated the Powers, lives in both the earth and the
heavens and has achieved Rest, which in effect is eternal life.

Yet in spite of Mary’s embodied state of Rest, for salvation in the fullest sense the
Soul requires freedom from the body. The dialogue with Wrath points to a post-mortem,
post-body ascent in which the Soul becomes the Human-slayer (16,15). The Soul was once
bound in the body-garment, influenced by passions, but she does not belong there. Her
destiny is a passion-free existence in her heavenly home. Salvation, then, must, occur in two
phases: belief/knowledge (leading to a possibly initiatory ascent) and post-mortem ascent.
GMary conceives the event of eschatological salvation as beginning with belief/knowledge,
to be furthered at the moment of death, and as culminating in following Jesus into post-

mortem Rest.

Conclusion

In our discussion of the narrative frame of GMary, we saw a parallelism between Jesus and
Mary. This parallelism continues in this chapter, in which Mary represents the Christian Soul
following Christ into heaven. The individual salvation in the gospel is predicated entirely on
Christ’s own ascension, and Mary tells her brothers about his ascension, as she is instructed
to do in John 20.17. By doing so, she also teaches them how to gain their own eschatological
Rest. Like Christ, the Soul in GMary descends from her heavenly home through a cosmos
full of archons and powers, and enters a body. Once embodied, she must fight disturbance,
passion and forgetfulness, overcoming bodily desires and remembering her heavenly origin.
Then she can ascend through the heavens, each with its guardian that will attempt to stop her,
but she must tell them that she is free from their influence. And she can do so under the
instruction of Jesus, just as Jesus has done during his own descent and ascent. It is then that
she is free from the dissolving cosmos and gains Rest.

Although Peter and Andrew profess that they have never heard revelation of this kind,
we see it throughout the early Christian world and its wider context. AscIsa and EpAp narrate
Jesus descending through the archons in disguise; Plato tells us that restful souls have
descended into a body in which they have been thrown into movement through the passions.
In GThom 50 and 1ApoclJas, Jesus instructs the disciples to remember their divine origins

and to declare this to the cosmic archons during their heavenly ascent. The disciple will then
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find Rest, which is a common motif for post-mortem salvation in Matthew, Hebrews,
BookThom, EpAp, and elsewhere.

The individual eschatology of GMary finds parallels not only with the gospel’s
narrative frame, in which Mary and Jesus are constructed in tandem, but also with the cosmic
eschatology as both Matter and the Soul return to their origins through Christ. The Saviour in
GMary has come to dissolve the cosmos, freeing Matter from sin and passion. It will be
dissolved to its root. He also lives within the disciples, like the Johannine Jesus and the
Pauline Christ, and by seeking, finding and following him, the disciple can also be free from
passion. The Soul can follow Jesus through the planetary spheres of Pauline cosmology to
find Rest, akin to the Johannine eternal life. As in John, the disciple can reach this state of
eschatological salvation in the present Christian experience, although full eschatological
salvation will be met after death. The disciple’s salvation is neither dependent on nor
concerned with the dissolving heavens and earth — the Soul recognizes this but overcomes it.
Both the individual and cosmic eschatology is conditional upon Jesus, but neither is

conditional upon the other.
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Conclusion

In the first couple of centuries after Jesus’ death, his followers were writing gospels in which
he speaks with those who were his disciples in Galilee, revealing new teachings or explaining
those which needed clarification. In these dialogue gospels, Jesus speaks to Mary, or Peter, or
James, or Thomas, or the Twelve, or some of the Twelve, and tells them about their salvation.
In most cases, he then leaves the disciples on their own, to follow his commands, preach the
gospel to the nations, or keep the gospel hidden for a time.

The dialogue gospels are a sub-set of gospel literature. The wider ‘gospel’ genre
comprises a range of texts in which we find a wealth of interpretations of the character Jesus
and his revelation. Each gospel, whether canonical or non-canonical, offers a new narrative
of ancient Christianity and a new interpretation of its foundational figure. It is on this basis
that canonical gospels and dialogue gospels find a common ground and can be brought into
conversation. These two overlapping collections of gospel literature (which cross at the point
of the Johannine farewell discourse) are intrinsically interrelated: their content reflects the
same world of thought, centred around the salvific figure of Christ. The fact that the dialogue
gospels are (probably) later than the canonical gospels and (probably) used these earlier
gospels does not make them less valuable or interesting. After all, John was (probably) later
than Mark. John (probably) used Mark. But John is not fundamentally different to Mark, nor
less respectable.

Mark and John converge at the point of form, potentially separating the dialogues
from these biographies.! But, canonical gospels are not just biographies, and the dialogue
gospels are not just dialogues (EpAp and EpPetPhil, for example, are also letters). John may
be primarily a biography but it contains a farewell discourse, in which dialogue is found.
John 13.31-17.1 shares the structure of many dialogue gospels, of Jesus in conversation with
selected disciples imparting his final revelations. There are many points of convergence
between canonical gospels and dialogue gospels, and reading them together as belonging
within the field of early Christian gospels produces fruitful results for our understanding of
the textual world of early Christianity.

That is not to say that gospel literature itself should be segregated from its wider

literary context. Throughout this thesis, I have attempted to read dialogue gospels alongside

! Accepting the Burridge point of view, Richard A. Burridge, What Are the Gospels? A Comparison with
Graeco-Roman Biography, SNTSMS 70 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1992).
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canonical gospels and Pauline letters and early Christian thinkers, showing that they are all
part of the same world. They do not think the same way on every matter, and even issues that
shape our whole understanding of theology will see great divergence (creation and
resurrection, for example). Yet despite these divergences, they converge at the single
fundamental, theological issue: the saving role of Christ. And from this beginning point,
connections are many and various, and they show that dialogue gospels do not stand on the

margins of the Christian world but firmly within it.?

Looking back ...

In this thesis, I started with a broad discussion about dialogue gospels as a whole, asking how
and why do we define a genre, and then compared them to NT texts. This included snippets
of dialogue gospels and broad, sweeping overviews. In order to develop points about shared
and contrasting features within the dialogue gospel genre, its key themes and intertextual
relationship with NT texts, I homed in on one example — the Gospel of Mary. Part One
informed Part Two. It provided a basis for GMary’s literary context. However, in the
conclusion, I will work backwards to see how Part Two can develop Part One.

Part Two’s focus on GMary ended with two chapters on the gospel’s eschatology and
began with a discussion of the narrative frame. The final chapter, the analysis of the ascent of
the Soul, highlighted GMary’s connections to John 20.17 and 1ApocJas — it is in the first
instance Jesus’ own ascension, which he instructed Mary to disclose to his brothers in John
20.17, that is narrated in GMary. However, in the second instance it is a didactic story for the
disciple’s salvation: through Jesus’ ascension he has paved a way for the ascent of the
disciple’s soul, as in 1ApocJas, and here is instruction on how to follow him. The Soul must
declare to heavenly powers that it is from ‘above’ and is returning home. This narrative is
connected with GThom 50, in which Jesus speaks of an uncontextualized dialogue in which
the disciple must declare that they are from the light and the living Father. Further

connections to the dialogue in GMary can be found in Plato and ‘Orphism’, and placing these

2 An issue that has not been dealt with is the (later) scriptural status of John FD and the contested status of
ApocPet, which was provisionally included within the Muratorian Canon (1. 71-72), cited as scripture by
Clement, belonged to ‘the inspired writings’ of Methodius, and was ‘disputed’ alongside Jude and the catholic
epistles by Eusebius. On the reception of ApocPet by these authors and more, see A. Jakab, ‘The Reception of
the Apocalypse of Peter in Ancient Christianity’, in The Apocalypse of Peter, ed. Jan N. Bremmer and Istvdn
Czachesz, Studies on Early Christian Apocrypha 7 (Leuven: Peeters, 2003), 174—86. I have tried to disassociate
these texts from scriptural/semi-scriptural/heresy biases as much as possible and to read them in their own right,
but mentioning that some of them were embraced by ‘orthodox’ thinkers in the ancient world demonstrates that
the genre as a whole was not marginalized.
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various traditions side by side highlighted how the individual eschatology of GMary has a
christological basis. The basic message of the gospel is not dissimilar to what we find in
John: Jesus is Saviour — he has ascended — his disciples can follow. This can be post-mortem,
when the Soul frees itself from the bodily passions, or realized, as exemplified by the model
disciple Mary.

GMary’s cosmic eschatology was the subject of chapter four. Like the individual
eschatology, this was interpreted christologically and placed within a wider Christian context.
It was argued that GMary shares the common Christian belief that Matter is the raw material
of the cosmos, shaped by God. Matter has been affected by passions, which in turn affect the
individual causing sin and death. And this is why Jesus (called ‘the Good’) has come: to
dissolve-restore the cosmos to its original constituent parts (called its ‘root’). The concept of
dissolution is a point at which GMary converges with other early Christian literature; yet it
diverges from the ‘traditional’ expectation of a future Parousia (cf. Matt 24.30-31) and
actively contradicts this by stating that the Son of Man is ‘within’. Tuckett and King, among
others, read the Son of Man to be distinct from Christ, but my interpretation follows de Boer
and Schroter who argue that the Son of Man is Jesus, who can live within the disciples and be
‘put on’ (cf. John 17.26, Rom 13.14). In GMary, the Son of Man has descended from heaven
(cf. John 3.13), which is understood both as the Good coming to inaugurate the dissolution
and Christ being within. GMary does not reduce the eschatological idea that we find
particularly in Matthew, but reinterprets it by using ideas already present in John and Paul.

The gospel’s cosmic eschatology is partly connected to its individual eschatology and
partly separate from it. Jesus will dissolve the material cosmos to its original constituent parts
and Jesus will enable the Soul to ascend to its heavenly home. Yet, despite this parallel
movement, the two eschatological systems appear to have little overlap — as the Soul makes
her journey to heaven, she recognizes that heaven and earth are dissolving but is undisturbed
by the process. The two teachings form a ‘bipartite’ eschatology, which is reflected also in
the structure of GMary: the two teachings are quite literally in two parts. The first teaching is
the conversation between the Saviour and his disciple(s), in which he teaches them about
cosmic eschatology; the second is Mary’s recollection of her vision of the ascending Soul, in
which she teaches her brothers about individual eschatology.

I have attempted to extricate GMary from the construct of ‘gnosticism’ that it is often
encumbered with, and relocate it in a broader category of general Christian traditions. The

preference to read it alongside ApJohn must stem from their adjacent positions in the Berlin
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Codex rather than the texts themselves. ApJohn contains an evil and ignorant demiurge
Yaldabaoth who creates the world, and he and his cronies entrap Adam in the body out of
spite. GMary does not have this. There are certain similarities between the two texts, such as
the body being a place where humanity forget their heavenly origins or ‘divine spark’, but
that does not have to be the work of an evil demiurge. If GMary envisaged a demiurge that
loiters over the cosmos, the Soul might be expected to meet it on her way through the
heavens (cf. ApocPaul). Rather than viewing the material world as the invention and
playground of the demiurge or devil (cf. ExegSoul, AuthTeach), GMary merely states that the
material cosmos has been overcome with passions that sway the Soul from its original state
of heavenly Rest (cf. Clement, Philo). Passions are the Soul’s vices, not Matter itself. The
condition of humanity in the world stands as close to Paul as it does to ApJohn.

In the thesis, we have seen how the eschatological revelations of Jesus and Mary play
their part within the narrative frame, but to frame the question backwards, how does the
narrative frame work to serve the eschatological teachings? Although the answer is similar, it
takes a slightly different nuance and coheres with our holistic understanding of the gospel.
The bipartite eschatological system is divided into two teachings: two separate dialogues with
two separate revealers. But for the teachings contained in GMary to work, the narrative frame
is essential. For Mary to recall Jesus’ soul’s journey, he must have departed and ascended.
He must also have appeared to her to reveal the story of his ascension. But Mary could not
have also revealed the cosmic eschatology — it must be clear to the readers/hearers that it is
Jesus who is ultimately the revealer and saviour. If Mary alone revealed eschatological truth,
there might be no actual truth in it. Jesus’ presence as risen Lord at the beginning of the text
authenticates the whole gospel. Furthermore, the disciples must debate the eschatological
teachings.? They debate (rymnaze) the Saviour’s words following his eschatological
teaching; they contest Mary’s eschatological teaching, declaring it heretical (pNkemeeye). The
debate in the narrative frame serves to authenticate the revelation: As Levi says, Jesus loved
and trusted Mary and therefore Peter and Andrew (and thus the readers) should likewise. The
narrative frame substantiates the eschatological revelation. Contrary to a widespread view of
dialogue gospels, there is absolutely no evidence that GMary is a Christian narrative frame

imposed on a ‘gnostic’ (non-Christian) dialogue. Quite the opposite.

3 The reason why is unclear, presumably some sort of wider debate lies in the background. Peter and Mary’s
debate in GThom 114, and PistSoph (2.72 (162,16—18)), and Andrew’s inability to accept the ascent of the Soul
(although it is Jesus telling him about it!) in PistSoph, show that GMary is not in isolation in presenting these
issues.
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Having focused on GMary, drawing comparisons to other literature where
appropriate, we can now reflect on its wider literary context — which takes us back to Part
One. Here the focus was on dialogue gospels as a genre, asking what could be included and
by what criteria we exclude texts from a genre. For the purpose of comparison, genre should
be inclusive and open. Texts can participate in more than one genre — John FD, for example,
belongs within a bios gospel, but that does not preclude its inclusion in the dialogue gospel
genre. EpPetPhil and EpAp are letters, gospels and dialogues. Any construction of a genre is
heuristic and temporary. It is formed to serve a purpose, and can be unformed.

With this in mind, genre allows various, even disparate, texts to be brought together
for comparison, and juxtaposition allows their similarities and unique qualities to be brought
to the surface. At the end of the first chapter, I provided a preliminary comparative survey of
three main themes found within dialogue gospels: revelation, the revealer and eschatology.
Dialogue gospels are comparable in that each is attentive to eschatological revelation, yet the
revelations themselves are divergent. Looking at how dialogue gospels portray the post-
mortem fate of the individual, there are six things that might be included: (1) judgement, (2)
resurrection of the flesh, (3) ascent of the disembodied soul, (4) torments/hell, (5)
reincarnation, and (6) Rest/heaven. Any number of these can be combined in a single
dialogue gospel: ApJohn proposes that a human can be judged, be reincarnated, find Rest or
be damned. Judgement can happen to the soul (BookThom) or to resurrected flesh (ApocPet).
The overlaps and connections in these revelations demonstrates how problematic it is to
taxonomize these texts into particular theological groups.

Constructing a dialogue gospel genre allows for this sort of comparative work, which
draws out connections between texts in thematic clusters and highlights unique qualities of
individual texts. Reading GMary alongside EpAp, the ascent of Jesus’ ethereal Soul stands in
contrast with the confirmation of the unyielding corporeality of Jesus’ risen body. Yet such
differences are not at the expense of the texts’ similarities — both texts emphasize an ascent-
descent christology through levels of heavens in which divine beings dwell. GMary focuses
on Jesus’ post-mortem ascension (15,1-17,7); EpAp on Jesus’ incarnational descent (13.1—
14.5). As GMary concentrates on leaving the flesh, EpAp concentrates on entering it. But
neither is at the expense of the other: GMary also implies an incarnational descent through
the Soul’s dialogue with the powers (15,2-3), and EpAp also includes a cinematic narration
of Jesus’ (albeit fleshly) ascension as a bright cloud takes him away (51.2—3). In both texts,

Jesus descends in disguise from the heavenly beings — whether it is for their protection or his
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is where these gospels differ. In spite of these differences, the points of convergence suggest
that EpAp and GMary sit very closely together in the extensive body of early Christian
literature.

By comparing and contrasting a risen Jesus who may or may not be in ‘another form’
(as in Mark 16.12), the corporeality of Jesus in EpAp alone is highlighted. Had we compared
EpAp only to John 20.24-29 or Luke 24.36—43, in which all the texts invite the disciples to
touch Jesus, we may have noted their similarities, without noticing how EpAp takes Jesus’
corporeality further than Luke and John. In EpAp, there is one appearance of the risen Jesus.
He appears to the women outside the tomb and they travel together to the male disciples. The
author of EpAp leaves absolutely no room to allow for another appearance of Jesus — he does
not and could not appear through locked doors (cf. John 20.19) or vanish (cf. Luke 24.31).
EpAp does not sit as closely to Luke and John as one might expect due to the traditional
(proto-)‘orthodox’ label. Rather, EpAp is taking the Lukan and Johannine issue of physicality
and pushing it in one direction — the direction that happened to become ‘orthodox’ but
diverges from the canonical gospels.

Further thematic connections between dialogue gospels and texts that came to be
included in the NT were drawn out in chapter two. In general, dialogue gospels stem from
traditions found within the canonical gospels and thought-world of Paul. Certain themes were
selected from each of the canonical gospels, Acts and selected Pauline epistles and it was
seen how they were developed in the dialogue gospels, either in line with their predecessors
or diverging from them. In many cases, dialogue gospels and canonical texts are really rather
close, with comparable interests including the risen Jesus, the worldwide apostolic mission

and the disclosure (or non-disclosure) of mysteries.

Going forward ... Further Research on Dialogue Gospels

Dialogue gospels are rarely read as holistic texts. Too often our reading of them is shaped by
the presupposition that they are a composite of sources cobbled together. SophJesChr is seen
as a narrative frame superimposed onto a ‘gnostic’ dialogue (Eugnostos, which precedes in
the NHC3) and DialSav is seen as sayings of Jesus moulded into a whole. GThom, likewise,
is a collection of sayings which are often not read in light of each other. But someone has put
these texts together and made sense of them as a whole. And once we appreciate that they are
a work of craftsmanship rather than some incompetent scribe haphazardly assembling various

texts and traditions, they can then be subjected to the same hermeneutical methodologies that
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are used for NT texts. All texts are inspired by previous texts: Luke used Mark and Matthew,*
but the gospel is not primarily read as an amalgamation of other older texts.

This view of dialogue gospels leads to the general assumption that the authors used
non-Christian sources, and thus the text has been ‘Christianized’. As I have shown in Part
Two, GMary is a unified text, and is thoroughly Christian. Every part of its teachings is
predicated on the saving role of Christ. Dialogue gospels are often read as ‘not really
Christian’ or ‘superficially Christian’, which skews their interpretation and use. I would
propose, going forward, that we apply christological readings to bits we are not too sure
about (e.g. the Son of Man in GMary or the Saviour in SophJesChr) and see what happens.
And only then will we see dialogue gospels (and other non-canonical gospels) for what they
are: Christian.

The relationships between gospel literature often centre around the question of
dependency. This is the case both for canonical gospels (e.g. did Luke use Matthew?), and for
whether non-canonical gospels are dependent on the canonical (e.g. did EpAp know the
Synoptics and John?). The interdependency of dialogue gospels has not been a feature of this
thesis and is rarely explored elsewhere (we have briefly touched upon Hartenstein’s argument
that ApJas knew and used 1ApocJas, but this takes up three pages of her monograph).
Dependency within the genre itself might be an interesting new avenue of research. It is my
inclination that PistSoph knew and used GMary and GThom (logion 114 at least). In
PistSoph, Andrew cannot accept the teaching on the ascent of the Soul (cf. GMary), and
Mary declares that Peter hates women (cf. GThom 114). It also knew a version of the Sophia
myth, but this diverges from ApJohn in that Sophia does not originate from nor is restored to
the divine realm. In PistSoph, she resides in the lower heavens. Perhaps its cosmology is a

more Valentinian take on the ‘Sethian’ ApJohn? This I cannot answer here.

Going forward ... Dialogue Gospels, the New Testament and Early Christian Studies

In spite of the surge in research on extra-canonical literature, the boundaries once drawn
between the New Testament and ‘apocryphal’ texts remain sharp. Only in 2015 did the
concluding chapter of the Oxford Handbook of Early Christian Apocrypha open:

The majority of contemporary scholars of the Christian Apocrypha work on texts that

have little impact on discussions of the origins or interpretation of the New

4 Or Q, depending on your viewpoint.
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Testament. And most New Testament scholars take little notice of non-canonical
texts, particularly if they consider the literature to postdate the canonical texts, more
so if theological interests lead to dismissing the Christian Apocrypha as worthless,

deceptive, ridiculous, or heretical.’

‘Little notice’ is a shrewd choice of words here. (Everything I am about to say is a
generalization and there are many exceptions; but generalizations are often helpful.®) This
lack of interest can be easily illustrated by a glance at the index of ancient texts in any
number of scholarly works relating to ‘the Gospels’, which will typically feature a wide
range of Jewish material, from the Hebrew Bible to Qumran to Josephus and beyond,
Graeco-Roman literature in various genres, perhaps some patristic sources, but next to
nothing apart from GThom under the questionable heading of ‘NT Apocrypha’.” Admittedly,
many scholars who focus on the New Testament do show some willingness to engage with
non-canonical literature, at least superficially. Yet their interest tends to extend no further
than one of the better-known ‘non-canonical gospels’, GThom, GMary or even GJudas (there
would be little chance of finding engagement with DialSav, BookThom or even EpAp). But
such notice as it is taken of these texts often has an underlying sense of patronizing dismissal
or mockery.® There is inherent suspicion directed to non-canonical texts, in which many
modern readers expect to find uncongenial and unsettling portrayals of Jesus. Of course these
apocryphal gospels do not tell us anything about the historical Jesus, they write, attempting to

qualify their own use of such texts. Well no, of course they do not tell us about the historical

3 Tony Burke, ‘Early Christian Apocrypha in Contemporary Theological Discourse’, in The Oxford Handbook
of Early Christian Apocrypha, ed. Andrew Gregory and Christopher Tuckett (Oxford: Oxford University Press,
2015), 441-42.

® T am open to criticism here on my generalizations being reflective of certain schools and contexts. PhD theses
coming out of Harvard, Princeton, UNC and UT Austin, to name a few, show real engagement with the NT and
apocryphal literature. Scholarship in the Nordic countries demonstrates great interest in Coptic Nag Hammadi
texts, but the ‘new philology’ has pushed this away from a NT context and into a fourth/fifth-century monastic
context. Thus, GMary would be read alongside Origen rather than the Gospel of John. This is useful but answers
a different set of questions to my own. I am less aware of the Canadian context, but Burke’s quotation above
suggests that it may be similar to the British.

7 See for example Markus Bockmuehl and Donald A. Hagner, ed., The Written Gospel (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2005), 337-54, esp. 350-51.

8 GThom is a favourite target. According to Wright, ‘it is the gnosticism of the Gospel of Thomas, so beloved of
the Jesus Seminar, that is the really world-denying and dualist philosophy, not the Jewish apocalyptic of Jesus
and Mark’, N. T. Wright, Jesus and the Victory of God (London: SPCK, 1996), 72 n.207. Meier finds in GThom
‘a strange mixture of mysticism, asceticism, pantheism, and polytheism’, John P. Meier, A Marginal Jew:
Rethinking the Historical Jesus (New York: Doubleday, 1991), 126. As for GMary, it is ‘wholly dominated by
Gnostic cosmology and anthropology’, M. Hengel, The Four Gospels and the One Gospel of Jesus Christ.
Trans. Bowden (London: SCM Press, 2000), 249.
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Jesus — but does that bar them from scholarly discussion? Studies of the historical Jesus
would have no use for such texts, but not all scholarship focuses on that topic. What these
‘apocryphal’ texts do provide is a picture of the early reception of Jesus traditions, whether or
not they agree with any of the diverse theological stances taken by the NT texts and church
fathers.

The New Testament and its study is often seen as a self-contained enterprise, set apart
from study of the rest of the early Christian world. The study of early Christianities is one
thing; the study of the NT is something else.’ The former might include a mass of early
Christian literature outside of the NT (apocryphal acts, martyrologies, apostolic fathers, the
Nag Hammadi texts, etc.), social studies (identity formation, the empire, monasticism, ritual,
slaves, gender, scribes, etc.), structures of authority (bishops, canon formation, women, etc.)
and theological issues (interpretation of scripture, doctrine of god, creation, ethics, etc.), with
overlap between them. Yet, such issues are often marginal to the realm of NT studies. When
NT scholarship seeks to engage with the wider context, it typically focuses only on the
predecessors and contemporaries of its primary texts. But the closest literary neighbours to
NT texts are those Christian writings that postdate it, given the shared genres, characters and
themes: gospels, epistles, acts and apocalypses, mostly attributed pseudonymously to
apostolic authors or other prestigious figures. As the non-canonical works tend to be later,
they thus represent ‘reception’ instead of ‘influence’, but are no less useful than pre-Christian
literature in informing interpretation of NT texts as they belong within the same literary
context. Perhaps the earliest readers of the canonical gospels would have had a better idea of
what Jesus was talking about than we do, considering our incomparable contexts.

A similar point can be made for Patristic literature.'° There is a renewed interest in

patristic exegesis of the NT, yet Patristics and NT studies still sit on other sides of the

% A microcosm of this can be seen through the scholar’s view on the distinction between canonical and non-
canonical gospels. Thus Bockmuehl argues that canonical gospels are ‘unique and distinctive’ (226) whereas
noncanonical gospels are ‘epiphenomenal and supplementary’ (29, italics removed), Markus Bockmuehl,
Ancient Apocryphal Gospels, Interpretation (Louisville, KY: Westminster John Knox Press, 2017).

10 “Patristics” apparently became ‘early Christian studies’ in the late twentieth century: ‘The term “patristics” fell
increasingly into disuse, taken as a sign of ecclesiasticism, maleness, and “orthodoxy”, from which some
scholars wished to disassociate themselves’, Elizabeth A. Clark, ‘From Patristics to Early Christian Studies’, in
The Oxford Handbook of Early Christian Studies, ed. Susan Ashbrook Harvey and David G. Hunter (Oxford
and New York: Oxford University Press, 2008), 14. Factors for this change included institutional factors, such
as the rise of younger female scholars taking up roles in academia (who wanted to disassociate themselves with
the above factors) and increasing interest in social history (research on women, slavery, writing, heresy, etc.).
Even NAPS heatedly debated a name change. However, this change in nomenclature is predominately North
American and has not made it over the pond. ‘Patristic theology’ remains a key course in major universities in
the UK (Oxford, Durham, Cambridge, King’s College London).
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metaphorical room. Furthermore, is patristic exegesis not simply early Christian
interpretation of scriptural texts? Is that not what we see in the dialogue gospels? In this
study, I have attempted to show how GMary is part of the broader second-century Christian
literary context. It is a gospel in the sense that it presents teachings from Jesus, and Jesus as a
character; however, it can also fruitfully be used in dialogue with ‘Patristic’ authors. The
‘church fathers’ represent an emerging orthodoxy but such orthodoxy was not a monolith.
Justin, Irenaeus and Clement, to name a few, were so diverse in many aspects of their thought
that they can hardly be separated from early Christian writers whom we do not find on a
Patristic syllabus.!! The ‘church fathers’ were grappling with the same issues that we find in
the ‘apocryphal’ literature written in the same period — theology, christology, eschatology,
soteriology, and so forth.

Those texts that came to be included in the New Testament collection are not
interested in different things than those texts that did not. The men that became ‘church
fathers’ are not interested in different things to the authors they labelled as ‘heretics’. They
might endorse divergent theologies, but they have the same starting point in the figure of
Jesus. If the aim is an understanding of history, then in order to further increase and deepen
our awareness of the diversity and multiformity of the early Christian movement, we should
give all remaining sources a fair hearing.

A number of factors were involved in canon formation and the construction of
orthodoxy, but the NT and ‘church father’ texts are not intrinsically different to non-
canonical texts and can be fruitfully read in comparison and contrast to each other. To
demonstrate how NT scholars might apply their work to dialogue gospels, I have consciously
sought to use the scholarship of those who do not work with non-canonical gospels, or
‘gnosticism’, or anything preserved in Coptic, and apply it to dialogue gospels. In my
opinion, this endeavour, although not explicit anywhere in the thesis, has shown that the
scholarly methods used for ‘canonical’ and ‘orthodox’ texts can be applied to non-canonical

texts. The blurring of scholarly boundaries yields and enhances understanding.'?

! Lehtipuu writes on Justin, Athenagoras and Clement: ‘It is intriguing to ask whether these writers would have
acknowledged each other as true Christians’, Outi Lehtipuu, Debates over the Resurrection of the Dead, Oxford
Early Christian Studies (Oxford and New York: Oxford University Press, 2015), 206.

12 Two examples of these are Edward Adams, Constructing the World: A Study in Paul’s Cosmological
Language, Studies of the New Testament and Its World (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 2000); T. J. Lang, Mystery and
the Making of a Christian Historical Consciousness: From Paul to the Second Century, BZNW 219 (Berlin: De
Gruyter, 2015).
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Going forward, we might apply an open understanding of genre which allows various,
even disparate, texts to be brought together for comparative analysis. Taxonomic
constructions are useful as they allow texts to be played off of one another, allowing literary
groupings to draw out both similarities and unique qualities of the texts being analyzed. The
genre constructed in this thesis has been that of ‘dialogue gospels’, but the methods employed
can be applied to a wider, narrower or completely different taxonomy, such as gospel
literature, post-resurrection narratives or acts. Each of these constructions has the potential to
build bridges between canonical and noncanonical literature, and consequently provide us

with a fuller picture of the early Christian literary landscape.
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Appendix 1. The Gospel of Mary: Coptic and Greek MSS

The Gospel of Mary exists for us today in three incomplete manuscripts. The fullest version is in the
fifth-century Coptic codex Papyrus Berolinensis 8502 (BG), but this has a six-page lacuna at the
beginning and three pages missing in the middle. The extant material is pages 7—10 and 15-19, with a
title on the final page. There are also two third-century Greek fragments, Papyrus Oxyrhynchus L
3525 (POxy.GM) and Papyrus Rylands 463 (PRyl.GM). They correspond to 9,13—10,6 and 17,5-19,1
of BG, respectively. It is almost certain that GMary was originally penned in the Greek language at
some point in the second century.' It is probable that there were several more copies of GMary
circulating between the third and fifth centuries. Neither POxy.GM nor PRyl.GM work as a Vorlage
for the Coptic text, and so there must have been a MS that BG was based on.*

Working with GMary’s extant manuscripts is challenging. We must deal with a hypothetical
second-century author, two Greek scribes in the third century, a hypothetical translator and a fifth-
century scribe writing in Coptic.’ Often the art of textual analysis requires seeking the ‘original’ text,
and so working with the earliest sources available but, in the case of GMary, they are small badly-
damaged fragments.* The fullest text is not in the original language, several centuries later, and suffers

from 10 missing pages.

' follow this dating from other scholars. For example, Tuckett writes ‘A clear terminus ad quem for the writing
of the gospel is provided by the Greek fragments. The existence of two independent Greek manuscripts of the
text from the early third century, along with some copying errors in them, means that the gospel must have been
in existence by ¢.200 CE. Further, the evidence from the manuscripts, as noted above, suggests that the gospel
must have existed in a number of copies. Thus the text is at latest a second-century production’, Christopher M.
Tuckett, The Gospel of Mary (Oxford and New York: Oxford University Press, 2007), 11. A more precise date
is debated. King conjectures the first half of the second century, Karen L. King, ‘The Gospel of Mary
Magdalene’, in Searching the Scriptures, II: A Feminist Commentary, ed. Elisabeth Schiissler Fiorenza (New
York: Crossroad, 1994), 628. Pasquier argues for the second half, Anne Pasquier, L’Evangile selon Marie,
BCNH:T 10 (Québec: Les Presses de 1’Université Laval, 1983), 3—4.

2 Whether a minimum of three Greek MSS in circulation implies a wide readership in the ancient world is
debated — King argues that, ‘[b]ecause it is unusual for several copies from such early dates to have survived,
the attestation of the Gospel of Mary as an early Christian work is unusually strong’, Karen L. King, The Gospel
of Mary of Magdala: Jesus and the First Woman Apostle (Santa Rosa, CA: Polebridge Press, 2003), 11.
Hurtado, on the other hand, proposes that three Greek MSS ‘hardly stands out’ (he writes on the three Greek
fragments of GThom), Larry W. Hurtado, ‘The Greek Fragments of “The Gospel of Thomas” as Artefacts:
Papyrological Observations on P. Oxy. 1, P.Oxy 654, and P. Oxy 655’, in Das Thomasevangelium: Entstehung
— Rezeption — Theologie, ed. Jorg Frey, Enno Edzard Popkes, and Jens Schroter (Berlin and New York: De
Gruyter, 2008), 29. GMary is never quoted or referenced in any other extant literature.

? On an earlier edition of GMary in Coptic, see Walter C. Till and Hans-Martin Schenke, Die gnostischen
Schriften des koptischen Papyrus Berolinensis 8502, 2nd ed., TU 60 (Berlin: Akademie Verlag, 1972).

* The quest for the ‘original’ has started to change. Epp’s excellent article on the term ‘original text’ and the
quest to find it poses several important questions about scholarly approaches to textual criticism, Eldon Jay Epp,
“The Multivalence of the Term “Original Text” in New Testament Textual Criticism’, HTR 92, no. 3 (1999):
245-81. In light of these questions, certain scholars working on Nag Hammadi material have turned their
attention to the fourth- or fifth-century Coptic manuscripts, without trying to ascertain what an original Greek
might have looked like. These include: Eduard Iricinschi, ‘Scribes and Readers of Nag Hammadi Codex II:
Book Production and Monastic Paideia in Fourth-Century Egypt’ (PhD Thesis, Princeton, 2009); Hugo
Lundhaug, Images of Rebirth: Cognitive Poetics and Transformational Soteriology in the Gospel of Philip and
the Exegesis on the Soul, NHMS 73 (Leiden and Boston: Brill, 2010); Lance Jenott, The Gospel of Judas:
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There are several reasons to assume that GMary underwent some degree of change between
the second-century Greek and fifth-century Coptic text. In these centuries, text transmission was not
orchestrated or controlled.” Second and third-century NT texts have ‘been defined variously as
“uncontrolled,” “unstable,” “wild,” and “free””.® And scribal modifications were often socially,
theologically or ideologically motivated.” Translation makes this even more complicated; the
conventions of the Coptic language necessitate certain changes to the meaning behind the Greek text.

Shisha-Halevy points out:

The [Coptic] translator ‘improves’ on the Greek, by necessity, since Coptic makes
distinctions the Greek does not, and choice in the re-writing by the Coptic writer-translator
must be made, by the exigencies of the Coptic system. This then often results in additional or

different information being introduced into the text.®

It would be implausible to propose that the GMary of the Berlin Codex had not undergone significant
modification since its original composition. The scribe lived centuries later and operated in a different
language. ApJohn, which follows GMary in the codex (but exists in another three Coptic recensions)
and looks to be written by the same hand, is the result of Siackev, a revision including modification
in detail.” Therefore, we should expect some changes in detail also in GMary.

Comparing the Greek GMary fragments to BG, the overall content appears to be very similar
— but with slight details amended (see Appendix 3). In chapter three, I proposed that these changes in

the Coptic MS demonstrate a situation of greater hostility between Mary and Levi on one side and

Coptic Text, Translation, and Historical Interpretation of ‘the Betrayer’s Gospel’, STAC 64 (Tiibingen: Mohr
Siebeck, 2011); Ulla Tervahauta, A Story of the Soul’s Journey in the Nag Hammadi Library: A Study of
Authentikos Logos (NHC VI,3), Novum Testamentum et Orbis Antiquus 107 (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck &
Ruprecht, 2015). Iricinschi suggests that: ‘If writers “produce” their texts, late antique scribes could be said to
“reproduce” their texts’ (75), and therefore we must read the later texts in their own right. However, GMary is
available in earlier Greek fragments, and so reading this text is a delicate balance between understanding the
gospel as a second-century Greek production and the (largely) extant text as a fifth-century Coptic work.

> As a small sample of recent work in this field: Frederick Wisse, ‘The Coptic Versions of the New Testament’,
in The Text of the New Testament in Contemporary Research: Essays on the Status Quaestionis, ed. Bart D.
Ehrman and Michael W. Holmes (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1995), 131—41; Helmut Koester, ‘The Text of
the Synoptic Gospels in the Second Century’, in Gospel Traditions in the Second Century: Origins, Recensions,
Text, and Transmission, ed. William L. Peterson, Christianity and Judaism in Antiquity (Notre Dame, IN:
University of Notre Dame Press, 1989), 19-37; David C. Parker, The Living Text of the Gospels (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1997).

® Kim Haines-Eitzen, Guardians of Letters: Literacy, Power, and the Transmitters of Early Christian Literature
(Oxford and New York: Oxford University Press, 2000), 106.

" Haines-Eitzen, Guardians of Letters, 124; Bart D. Ehrman, The Orthodox Corruption of Scripture: The Effect
of Early Christological Controversies on the Text of the New Testament (Oxford and New York: Oxford
University Press, 1993), esp. 280.

8 Ariel Shisha-Halevy, ‘Future, Present, Narrative Past: a Triple Note on Oxyrhynchite Tempuslehre’, Hallesche
Beitrdige zur Orientwissenschaft 35, no. 3 (2003): 250-51.

? Plese refers to this technique in the composition of ApJohn, Zlatko Plese, Poetics of the Gnostic Universe:
Narrative and Cosmology in the Apocryphon of John, NHMS 52 (Leiden and Boston: Brill, 2006), 4, 7-20.
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Peter and Andrew on the other. In the Greek fragments, Mary is the superior disciple; but in the BG,
Mary is the superior disciple at the expense of Peter. Such small changes between the earlier Greek
fragments and the later Coptic MS may amount to a larger modification in the meaning of the gospel.
Although most of GMary’s material on eschatology (the subject of chapters four and five) are not in
the extant Greek, the possibility that what remains to us in Coptic is not quite the same as the second-

century text must remain in mind.

(A) The Berlin Codex

The BG was discovered in 1896 at a Christian burial site near Panopolis, and the legend goes that it
was hidden in a wall niche wrapped in feathers.'® However, due to the good condition of the text,
scholars contest this tale: ‘[I]t is thought to be unlikely that the codex can have been in such a location
for any substantial length of time’.!" After its discovery, the codex had a troublesome beginning in the
academic world — floods, war, death — until it was published by Till in 1955, nearly 60 years after its
discovery.'? Since then, the papyrus has faded and certain letters in Till’s 1955 (and 1972) and
Pasquier’s 1983 editions can no longer be read. The Coptic used is mainly Sahidic with elements of
Subakhmimic. Sahidic was the most readable and widespread dialect among fourth-century unilingual
Copts.

BG is a miniature codex and GMary was bound alongside the Apocryphon of John, the
Sophia of Jesus Christ and an epitome of the Act of Peter."* GMary begins the 152-page codex, and so
it may be considered the most authoritative text — as opposed to the Nag Hammadi codices 2, 3 and 4,
in which ApJohn is the first text which has ‘long been cited as indications of the importance of Ap.
John itself’."* The final lines of GMary read nife]yarrexion kaTa mapieamu (19,3-5), and following

this title, ApJohn begins immediately.

(B) Papyrus Oxyrhynchus 3525

POxy.GM is a small, very fragmentary papyrus leaf, measuring just under 12cm high at its highest
point and 11.5cm at its widest point. There is another fragment measuring ca. 0.6cm x 1cm, which is

placed at the left hand side of the text, around line 5. The script is only found on one side of the

19 Michel Tardieu and Jean-Daniel Dubois, Introduction a la littérature gnostique. I: Collections retrouvées
avant 1945 (Paris: Editions du Cerf, 1986), 99—100; Esther A. de Boer, The Gospel of Mary: Listening to the
Beloved Disciple (London and New York: T&T Clark, 2004), 12.

" Tuckett, Mary, 5. Also, King, Mary, 7.

'2 On the history of the MS and its ‘mini-saga’, see Tuckett, Mary, 5-6.

13 The codex measures around 12.7cm long and 10.5cm wide.

14 Michael A. Williams, Rethinking ‘Gnosticism’: An Argument for Dismantling a Dubious Category
(Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1996), 248.
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1."° The fragment contains 18 decipherable lines of script

papyrus, indicating that it was part of a rol
but none are complete.'® Line 3 contains the first legible letters. At the widest part of the papyrus (line
15), ca. 30 letters can be read.

The writing is a cursive script, which is uncommon for literary texts. The lines are not regular
or straight (particularly the gap between lines 8 and 9 and the smaller size of the letters on line 16).
Parsons (the editor of the editio princeps) writes: ‘The script, and perhaps the roll-form, shows this to
be an amateur copy’.!” The cursive script is dated to the third century.'® There is one nomen sacrum,
avBpwmovg as avoug (POxy.GM); whereas kupie (POxy GM.) is unusually written in full (kvprog was
one of the earliest nomina sacra, and it is found abbreviated in all of the earliest Greek NT MSS').

It would seem that POxy.GM was prepared for private use and by a scribe of modest literary
ability. The general preference for Christian texts was the codex, and so the roll format is unusual.

These two factors may suggest that this particular manuscript was used outside of a communal setting.

Both POxy.GM and PRyl.GM were discovered on the rubbish heaps in Oxyrhynchus.*

(C) Papyrus Rylands 463

PRyl.GM is a small papyrus leaf measuring ca.8.8cm wide and 9.9cm long. Unlike POxy.GM, it is
from a codex. The extant portion contains ca.15 decipherable lines on both the recto and verso side.
The top of the fragment shows page numbers ko (21) and kB (22). The start of 21 begins
TOAOIIION corresponding with BG 17,5, and the end of 22 is the end of GMary. The version of the
gospel of PRyl.GM may have been longer than BG as it ends on page 22 but there is also more text on
the Greek pages than on the Coptic.!

The original form of the papyrus is thought to have been a small codex.*” Miniature codices

were most likely made for private reading, possibly commissioned by the collector themselves.* The

15 Hill cites the roll-format as artifactual evidence of its already-existing status as ‘apocryphal’, arguing that the
texts of the fourfold gospel already belonged to a ‘canonical consciousness’ and thus were written on codices.
Charles E. Hill, ‘A Four-Gospel Canon in the Second Century? Artifact and Arti-Fiction’, EC 4 (2013): 310-34.
16 King states that the fragment has approximately twenty lines, whereas Tuckett states around 21. King, Mary,
11; Tuckett, Mary, 81.

17P. J. Parsons, ‘3525. Gospel of Mary.’, in The Oxyrhynchus Papyri, Graeco-Roman Memoirs, Vol. 50 70
(London: Egypt Exploration Society, 1983), 12.

18 Parsons, ‘3525. Gospel of Mary.’, 12.

1 Philip Comfort, Encountering the Manuscripts: An Introduction to New Testament Paleography and Textual
Criticism (Nashville: B&H Publishing, 2005), 199.

20 For discussion on the rubbish heaps, see AnneMarie Luijendijk, ‘Sacred Scriptures as Trash: Biblical Papyri
from Oxyrhynchus’, VC 64 (2010): 217-54.

21 Till and Schenke, Papyrus Berolinensis 8502, 25.

22 Cf. POxy 1 which Hurtado deduces had a total page height of 27+ cm, Hurtado, ‘The Greek Fragments of
“The Gospel of Thomas™ as Artefacts: Papyrological Observations on P. Oxy. 1, P.Oxy 654, and P. Oxy 655’.
2 As the canonical gospels were generally found in larger codices, Hill suggests that miniature codices
demonstrate that the text they contained may have had a non-canonical status in the milieu of a third-century
“canonical consciousness”. Hill, ‘A Four-Gospel Canon in the Second Century? Artifact and Arti-Fiction’, 324.
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script is also suggestive of a private codex. At its publication, Roberts wrote: ‘The text is written in a
hand which, if clear and upright, is also ugly and ill-proportioned and shows considerable cursive
influence’.** However, Tuckett has reviewed this assessment and concluded, ‘it is clearly an uncial,
not a cursive, hand’.* This may be in comparison to POxy.GM, which is barely decipherable to the
untrained eye.*

PRyl.GM was dated by Roberts in the editio princeps to the early third century on
palaeographic grounds.”’ The date has not subsequently been questioned. Like POxy.GM, PRyl.GM
abbreviates av8pwmov as avov. In PRyl.GM cwtp is not abbreviated.?® The inside margin (to the left
of the recto) is relatively intact suggesting that the leaf may have fallen out of a codex rather than
being torn out. The wear to the outside margin looks as though it was subject to time damage on the

rubbish heaps of Oxyrhynchus.

24 C. H. Roberts, ‘463: The Gospel of Mary’, in Catalogue of the Greek Papyri in the John Rylands Library, 3
(Manchester: Manchester University Press, 1938), 20.

% Tuckett, Mary, 83.

26 Parsons writes that the scribe of PRyl.GM is ‘more professional’ than the ‘amateur’ POxy.GM, Parsons,
¢3525: Gospel of Mary’, 12.

T Roberts, ‘463: The Gospel of Mary’, 20.

28 Tuckett argues that this is unsurprising as cwt#ip was not abbreviated in manuscripts until the fourth century,
Tuckett, Mary, 85.
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Appendix 2. The Gospel of Mary: Text and Translations

Textual signs for the following editions and translations:
Dot underneath letter indicates uncertain letters
[] Square brackets indicate a lacuna in the MS.
{} Braces indicate letters unnecessarily added by the scribe
<> Pointed brackets indicate an editorial correction of a scribal omission or error.
A High strokes indicate that the letter was written above the line by the scribe, as a correction.

cont. The line has been continued from following section.

[ Double square brackets indicate an erased letter in the MS.

(A) Text and Translation of Berlin Codex, 1, GMary

The following transcription of the Coptic text of GMary is based on photographs of the Berlin Codex,
kindly sent to me by Christopher Tuckett, as well as the critical editions of Till/Schenke (1972),'
Wilson/MacRae (1979),% Pasquier (1983)° and Tuckett (2007).* The translation here is my own.’
Rather than offering the most fluent English translation possible, I have aimed to provide a relatively
literal translation of the Coptic. I have provided limited textual and translation notes to highlight

ambiguities in the MS and to bring to attention different possible translations of certain words.

U'Till and Schenke, Papyrus Berolinensis 8502.

2R. McL. Wilson and George W. MacRae, “The Gospel According to Mary: BG, 1:7,1-19,5,” in Nag Hammadi
Codices V,2—5 and VI with Papyrus Berlinensis 8502,1 and 4. (ed. D. M. Parrott; NHS 11; Leiden: Brill, 1979),
456—471.

3 Pasquier, Marie, 28—47.

* Tuckett, Mary, 86—106.

> Other English translations include King, The Gospel of Mary of Magdala, 13—18; Ardyth L. Bass,
Composition and Redaction in the Coptic Gospel of Mary (Milwaukee, WI: PhD Thesis, Marquette University,
2007), 144-51; Bart Ehrman and Zlatko Plese, The Apocryphal Gospels: Texts and Translations (Oxford and
New York: Oxford University Press, 2011), 587—600. Notes will also be to W. E. Crum, A Coptic Dictionary
(Oxford: The Clarendon Press, 1939).
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(1) Dialogue between the Saviour and his Disciples (7,1-8,11)

[z]

[.1.1 8+ 1.. elylnnsena
oYW[6 ] XN MMON TIEX € TICOP X.€
dYCIC NIM TIAACMA NIM KTICIC

NIM €YWOTT 2N NEYEPHY {M}nT
MAY 2YM ON EYNABWDA EBOX €
TOYNOYNE MMIN MMOOY X€ T€
dYCIC NOYAH €CB(IN €BOX €N
TECPYCIC OY2AC METE OYN Max
X€ MMOY ECDTM MAPEYCTM
TIEX € TIETPOC NaY X€ 2C aKTa
MON €2(DB NIM X MIMIKEOYa
€PON OY 1€ TINOBE MITKOCMOC
TIEXE TICDP X.€ MN NOBE (OTT AN
A2 NTMOTN MeTpe MIMNOBE €TE
TNEIPE NNETNE NTPHYCIC NTMNT
NOEIK €T<OY>MOYTE EPOC X€ TINQ
BE €TBE Mai A€l NG1 TAT200(N)
2N TETMMHTE M NadYCIC

NIM €JNAKAOICT2 MMOC €20Y(N)
€TECNOYNE €Tl A4OYWDQ ETOTY

MEXaY X€ €TBE Ml TETNQYW

[n]e ayw TeTMMOY X€ T[ ... .. ]
[w]
MneTap.maf...... n]et[P]

NOI MapeypPNoel [ao]yAn x[r]e oy
M260C EMNTAY MMAY MIIEINE
€24E€El €BON 2N OYTapadYCIC TO
TE WAPEOYTAPAXH YDIIE &M
TICIOMa THPY €TBE MMal aiX0C NH
TN X€ QMNE ETETNTHT NgHT
AYM €TETNO NNATTWT €TE
TNTHT MEN NNAZPM TTINE TTINE
NTEPYCIC METE OYN MAAXE M

MOY €CADTM MAPEYCDTM

10

15

20

10

[7]

then will M[a]tter

be dest[r]oyed or not?’ The Saviour said,
‘Every nature, every form, every creature
exist in (and) with each other

and will be dissolved again to

their own root; for the

nature of Matter is to dissolve to the elements
(of) its nature alone. Whoever has ears

to hear let him hear.’

Peter said to him, ‘Since you have

[to]ld us everything, say one other (thing)
to us. What is the sin of the world?’

The Saviour said, ‘Sin does not exist

but you make sin when you

do the things that are like the nature of
adultery, which is called sin.’

This is why the Good came

into your midst to the things of

every nature, so as to restore it inward

to its root. Then he continued

and said, ‘This is why you

aresi[c]k and you die, for [ .. ... ]
[8]
of the one who [...... wholever

understands, let him understand. [Mat]ter [produc]ed a
passion without likeness,

which came forth unnaturally.

Then a disturbance occurs in

the whole body. That is why I told you

(to) be united in heart

and if you are disjointed, nevertheless

be united in the presence of each likeness

of the nature. Whoever has ears

to hear, let him hear.’
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Textual issues

7,1. The reading of eyxu is unclear. exyau follows Till, Wilson/MacRae, Pasquier and Tuckett. | 7,2.
oywstt: Wilson/MacRae write ‘[t]he traces of letters seem to fit oywen better than oyxal “saved’,
Wilson/MacRae, 456. | 7,16. <oy> supplied, following Wilson/MacRae, Pasquier, Tuckett. | 7,21—22.
Till, 62, reads @w][rn]e ‘come into being’. | 7,22—-8,1. T[eTnme] MneTaPia[Ta MM TN n]eT[P] “for you
love that which deceives you’, Till/Schenke.

Translation issues

7,5. BX eBOX: ‘resolved’ in Wilson/MacRae, Bass. Pasquier adds a verb in her translation to emphasize
the point of returning: ‘qu'elles retourneront se dissoudre’, Pasqiuer, 31. Presumably ‘retourneront’ is
based on on. | 7,6. Toynoyne is singular: ‘their root’. Cf. ‘roots’, Wilson/MacRae, Tuckett, Bass. | 7,7.
‘to the elements of”: Wilson/MacRae, 457, write ‘the context suggests roots’ but ‘the essence of” is
possible. | 7,16—20. No other translations read this as the comment of the narrator. | 7,18. ‘your midst’:
Cf. ‘among you’, Tuckett. | 8,7. The intransitive rendering of TwT can be translated as ‘joined’
‘persuaded’ or ‘agreeable’, Crum, 473b. However, with ngnT, Crum limits the translation to ‘content
heart, persuade, satisfy’, 438a. However, this appears to be disregarded in other translations: ‘obedient’,
Tuckett, 89; ‘obéissants’, Pasquier, 33; ‘of good courage’, Wilson/MacRae, 459, Bass, 145. The
translation ‘united’ fits better for the message of GMary as Mary warns the others against making their
hearts into two (Mrpp eHT cNay [9,15-16]).
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(2) The Saviour’s Farewell Discourse (8,11-9.5)

NTa 11 cont.
PEYXE Nal NG1 ITMAKAPIOC AYaC

MAZE MMOOY THPOY €4X.M MM0'0'C

X€ OYEIPHNH NHTN TaEIPHNH

XT10C NHTN aP€2 MITPTPENAAY P 15
TMANA MMDTN €4XM MMOC X€

€1C 2HTIE MIIEICA H €IC HME M

TIEEIMA N(HPE AP MITPMME €4

@OTT MIETNROYN OYE2THYTN

NCWY NETMINE NCDY CENA 20
GNT( BOK 6€ NTETNTAWEOEIQ)

MMEYATTENION NTMNTEPO MITP

e
Ka AaY NROPOC €2pal Mapa MeEN 1
TaITOM( NHTN OYAE MMPt NO

MOC NO€E MITNOMOOETHC MHIIO

T€ NCEAMA2TE MMIDTN NPHTY

NTAPEYXE Nal agBMK 5

Textual issues

When

the Blessed One had said these things, he
said farewell to them all, saying,

‘Peace to you. My peace

acquire in you. Beware, do not allow anyone to lead
you astray saying,

“Look in this direction, or look in

this place”. For the Son of Man

exists within you. Follow

him. Those who seek him will

find him. Go then and preach

the gospel of the kingdom. Do not

[91

lay down any rules beyond what

I have appointed for you, nor give
a law like the Lawgiver

in case you be dominated by it.’

When he had said these things, he departed.

8,22. unp. Cf. Till, 64, mu[m]. | 9,2. unpt on MS. Cf. Till, 66, vrut.

Translation issues

8,13. acraze from domdlopon is usually translated as ‘greeted’ as Wilson/MacRae, Tuckett, Bass; ‘salua’,
Pasquier. However, it can also be used as to ‘say farewell’, e.g. Acts 20.1, 21.6. | 8,15. xno” ‘acquire’ as in Crum,
779a. Cf. ‘receive’, Wilson/MacRae, Tuckett, Bass. The translation ‘acquire’ stresses the active participation of
the disciples. | 9.3. nomoc has no article but is presumably singular in view of nguTq (9,4) which refers back to

the law.
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(3) Mary’s Arising (9,5-22)

NTOOY A€
NEYPAYTIEL AYPIME MIIAY €Y

XM MMOC X€ NNa@) N€ ENNABWMK
M2 N2EONOC NTNTAWMEOEID) N
TIEYATTENION NTMNTEPO MIIA)'H’
P€ MITPOME EMXE METMMAY M
noyY-+co €poy Na@) NE aNON €Y
Na1TCO EPON TOTE aAMAPIZAM T
OYN ACACIAZE MMOOY THPOY
MEXAC NNEC'C'NHY X€ MIPPIME
AYM MIPPAYTIEL OYAE MIPP eHT
CNAY TEYXAPIC TAP Na@)MDIIE
NMMHTN THP<T>N aYD NCPCKEIa
Z€ MMM TN MAAAON X € MAPN
CMOY €TEYMNTNOG X€ aYCB
TMOTN 2a4aaN NPMOME NTAPEMA
PI2aM X € Nal ACKTE MEYPHT

[e2]oyn enaraeon

Textual Issues

9,17. Tup<T>n: Wilson/MacRae, 460, write that there is only room for one letter and reconstruct Thpc. This
would presumably make the sense: ‘For all of his grace will be with you’. But the word order makes this doubtful,
as xapic and Tapc have three words between them. Till/Schenke, 66, write: ‘Es muf3 Tuptn heiflen, obwohl nach
der Photographie nur ein Buchstabe Platz zu haben scheint’. Pasquier, 34, follows with Thp<T>n, and King, 15,
‘with you all’. Cf. Wilson/MacRae, 461, and Tuckett, 91, use THpc and translate ‘entirely with you’ and ‘wholly

SCOHI.

10

15

20

But they

were grieved, they wept much,

saying, ‘How shall we go

to the nations and preach

the gospel of the kingdom of the

Son of Man? If they did not

spare him, how will they

spare us?’ Then Mary

rose, she greeted them all,

she said to her brothers, ‘Do not weep

and do not grieve and do not

doubt! For his grace will be

with you all and will protect

you. Rather let us

give thanks for his greatness, for he has prepared
us, he has made us Men.” When

Mary had said these things, she turned their mind
[t]o the Good.

with you’ respectively. To translate ‘wholly’, the word should be e-Tup”, Crum, 424b.

Translation Issues

9,10. pwme is gender inclusive and should be translated as ‘human’. However, the phrase ‘the Son of Man’ is so
familiar in the study of the New Testament and Early Christianity that I have decided to use it here and later

(‘Men’ 9,20; ‘Perfect Man’ 18,16). | 9,15—16. \ripp gutcnay lit. ‘do not make heart two’.
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(4) Peter’s Request to Mary (9,22-10,9)

AYD AYPAPXE
[ceal] wprym[n]aze ga mipa NN®@

[x]e mn[cop]

i

TEXE METPOC MMAPIZAM X€ TCW
NE TNCOOYN X€ NEPENCDP OY2W)E
N@OYO TaPa TKECEETIE NCRIME

XM NaN NNWDaX€ MICDP ETEEIPE
MIMEYMEEYE Nal €TECOOYN MMO

OY NNANON &N OYAE MINCOTMO'Y
ACOYMMW)B NG1 MAPIZAM MEXAC

X€ TIEOHM EPMTN TNaTaAMA THY

TN €poY

Textual Issues

zzcont

And they beg[an]
to de[b]ate the wor[ds]

of the [Saviour].

[10]

Peter said to Mary, ‘Sister

we know that the Saviour loved you

more than the other women.

Tell us the words of the Saviour that you
remember, those that you know and

we do not, nor have we heard them.’

Mary answered and said,

‘What is hidden from you, I will proclaim to

you.’

9,24. cp cannot be read, but it is highly probable.
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(5) Mary’s Vision (10,9-23)

AYMD ACAPXEl NXD NaY
NNEimaxe X€ a{I}NOK IEXAC al 10
NaY EMXC 2N OY2OPOMa 2 YD A€l

X00C Nay X€ MXC aiNay €POK M

TI00Y 2N 0Y20POMa 24OYWM)B T1€

Xa4 Nal X€ NAIATE X€ NTEKIM aN

EPENAY EPOEI TIMA TAP €TEPEMNOYC 15
MMaY €qMMaY NG 11620 MeEX Al

Nay X€ MXC TENOY METNAY €po

POMa €QNAY EPOY <PN> TEYYXH <H>

TIEMNA 2a40YWA)B NG1 TICMP 1€

X2 X€ €YNAY aN 2N TEYYXH oY 20
A€ 2M TIETINA aANa MINOYC eT@[or]

2N TEYMHTE MIIEYCNaY NTO[4 NeT]

NaY edopoma ay[w] NTOg €T . . .

Textual Issues

9COHI.

And she began to say to them

these words: ‘T’, she said, ‘I

saw the Lord in a vision and I

said to him, “Lord, I saw you

today in a vision.” He answered

and said to me, “Blessed (are) you, for you did not
waver as you saw me. For where the mind

is, there is the treasure.” I said

to him, “Lord, now the one who sees the
vision, does he see it through the Soul or

the Spirit?” The Saviour answered and

said, “He sees not through the Soul

nor through the Spirit, but the Mind, which is
between the two. [It is that which]

sees the vision an[d] it is that [which . . .

10,10. anox, Till, Wilson/MaRae, Tuckett. ‘Or - less probably - amkoTk’, Tuckett, 92. | 10,17. Tenoy following
Till and Wilson/MacRae. Wilson/MacRae write that others have read mmoyc but do not name their source and I
have not found it. | 10,18. MS reads 1 TeYyxu ¢m (the Soul in the Spirit), but the emendation is necessary in view

of the ascent of the Soul after the lacuna.

Pages 11 to 14 missing.
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(6) The Ascent of the Soul (15,1-17.9)

1€

MMOY AYQD TEXE TEMOYMIa 1
X€ MITIINAY €PO €PEBHK EMMITN

TENOY A€ TNAY €PO €PEBHK €

TTE MIDC A€ TEX1 GOX EPEHIT €

POE1 ACOYMW)B NG1 TEYYXH T1€ 5
XAC X€ AINAY €PO MIIENAY €POI
OY-A€ MIIEEIME EPOEI NEEIW)O

OTT NE NZBCWM 2 YWD MMECOYWNT
NTAPECXE Nal ACBIDK ECTEAHA
N2OYO | MaAIN ac€l €TN TMER 10
()OMNTE NNEZOYCIA TETOYMO'Y
T€ €POC X€ TMNTATCOOYN [ac]p
€2€TAZE NTEYYXH ecX[m M]
MOC X€ EPEBHK €TWN 2N [0]yTio
NHPIa aYaMa2Te MMO ay[a]uae 15
T€ A€ MMO MIIPKPINE aY[w] e
X€ TEYYXH X€ 22PO EPEKPINE
MMOIl EMITIKPINE AYEMALTE
MMOI EMIMTIAMALTE MIMOYCOY
NT ANOK A€ alCOYMNOY €Y 20

BMA EBOX MIITHPY €1TE Na 11

Kag

Iy
€1TE Na Tr[e] NTepeTeYYXH OY 1
WCQ NTMERWOMNTE NNEZOYCL

2 ACBK €I1Ca NTTIE YD ACNAY
€TM22YTOE NNEZOYCla aCP Ca

@®YE MMOPOH TWOPT MMOP 5
dH 1€ MKaKE TMERCNTE TEMI
OYMIa TMERWOMNTE TMNTAT
COOYN TM€E2YTOE TE MKM MIT
MOY TME2t€ T€ TMNTEPO NTCaPZ
TMERCOE T€ TMNTCABH NCEGH 10
NCapz TMERCAWYE TE€ TCOP

a [N]pequoyec Nal Ne TCamye N

ne[z]oycla NTe TOPTH eYMINE

[15]

‘it. And Desire said,

“I did not see you descending,

but now I see you ascending.

Why then do you lie (since) you belong
to me?” The Soul answered

and said, “I saw you. You did not see me
nor did you know me. I was

to you garments and you did not recognize me.”

When she had said these things, she departed rejoicing

greatly. | Again she came into the hand of the
third of the powers, the one that is called
Ignorance. [She]

questioned the Soul, sa[yi]ng,

“Where are you going? In

[w]ickedness, they bound you. You are indeed
b[o]und. Do not judge.” An[d] the

Soul said, “Why do you judge

me? I did not judge. They bound

me; I did not bind. They did not

recognize me; but I recognized them.

All things are dissolving, both the things of the

earth

[16]

and the things of the heav[en].” When the

Soul had destroyed the third of the powers
she went upwards and saw

the fourth of the powers. She made

seven forms. The first form

is Darkness, the second is

Desire; the third, Ignorance;

the fourth is Zeal for

Death; the fifth is Kingdom of Flesh;

the sixth is Foolish Wisdom of

Flesh; the seventh is Wisdom

[of the] Wrathful One. These are the seven
plo]wers of Wrath. They ask
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NTEYYXH X€ EPENHY XIN TN the Soul, “Where do you come from

TeATBP(OME H EPEBHK €TMN 15 Human-Slayer? Or, where do you go
TOY2ACYMA ACOYMMW)B NG1 TE Space-Destroyer?” The Soul

YYXH MEXAC X€ METEMARTE M answered and said, “That which bound

MOl aYKONC( aYM METKTO M me has been slain and that which surrounds
MOT aYOYOCY<Y> aY M TAEMOYMIA me has been destroyed. And my Desire
ACXMK €BOX YD TMNTATCOOY 20 deceased and Ignorance

ACMOY 2N’ 0Y[KOoc]MOC NTaYBOAT' € died. In a [wor]ld I was dissolved

1z [17]

BOX 2NN OYKOCMOC [aY]w &N oy 1 from a world, [an]d in a

TYTOC €BOX 2N OYTYTIOC €TM type from a type which is

TICA NTTIE aYM TMPPE NTBW)E €T above, and the chain of forgetfulness which
@OOTI TIPOC OYOI®) XIN MITINAY exists only for a while. From this time on,
€EINAX1 NTANATIAYCIC MITE 5 I will receive Rest from the

XPONOC MTTIKAIPOC MITal (DN 2N time of the season of the age, in

NOYKAPMY NTEPEMAPIZAM X € silence.”” When Mary had said

Nal ACKAPMC 2DCTE NTATICDOP these things, she was silent as the Saviour
M2XE NMMAC M2 MEEIMA had spoken with her to this point.

Textual Issues

15,15-16. Double ayamagTe. Wilson/MacRae, 463, suggest a possible dittography. But it is more likely that it is
included for emphasis due to the inclusion of ae. | 15,17. kpine seems a natural fit, particularly due to emmxpine
(15,18). | 15,22. kap is read underneath . It is the only word on line 22. The reading of xag is disputable but fits
well in opposition to ne (16,1). | 16,5 The MS reads nuamopdpn with n and © joined which is ‘presumably the
scribe’s attempt to correct a false start’, Wilson/MacRae, 464. | 16,13 ne[z]oycia: Till/Schenke reads me[T]oycia,
‘participants’. nezoycla ‘seem[s] to fit... equally well’, Wilson/MacRae, 465, and it is also used in 15,11 and 16,4.
| 16.19. MS reads ayoyocy. It should read ayoyocqy. | 16,21. ¢u inserted by scribe above the line.

Translation Issues

15,4. ‘Since’ supplied by Wilson/MacRae, Pasquier and Tuckett. | 15,8. Tuckett inserts ‘simply’ as in ‘T was to
you (simply) a garment’ Tuckett, 95. Cf. ‘I served you as a garment’, Wilson/MacRae. | 15,8. ngBcw is plural:
‘the garments’. Cf. ‘a garment’ in Wilson/MacRae and Tuckett. | 15,10. eTn can have the sense of coming into
the hand of (Twpe/TooT-), Crum, 61b. This translation shows the powers (false) sense of authority. See also
‘tomba aux mains de’, Pasquier. Other translations simply read ‘it came to the third power’, Wilson/MacRae and
Tuckett. | 15,16-20. These clauses can be translated in an active or passive sense: ‘they bound you’ or ‘you are
bound’. Wilson/MacRae, Tuckett and King use the passive. However, the final clause, anok A€ aicoywnoy, refers
to the antecedent ‘they’, and so it would be consistent to use the active sense. | 15.20-22. Tuckett and King
translators place the things being dissolved as the subject of the Soul’s recognition: ‘I have recognized that the
All is being dissolved’. This does not seem to work grammatically.

230



(7) Controversy over Mary’s Vision (17,10-18,15)

A4OYWM®B A€ NG1 aNApeac texay 10  Then Andrew answered and said

NNECNHY X€ aX1 METETNXW® to the brothers, ‘Say whatever you say
MMOY 2a Tpa NNeNTacXx[o]oy about what she said.

ANOK MEN TPIICTEYE 2N X€ I myself do not believe that

ATICOOP X€ Nai EWX € NICBOOY the Saviour said such things,

€ TP ?NKEMEEYE NE 24OYD 15 for surely these are alien teachings.’
)B NG1 METPOC MEXaY 2 MPpa Peter answered, he spoke about
NNEEIPBHYE NTEEIMINE 2 such matters. He

XNOYOY €TBE MCMOP X€ MHTI asked them about the Saviour, ‘Did
AYWM)AaXE€ MN OYCRIME NXI0YE he speak with a woman secretly

€PON 2N <OY>0YMNP €BOX aN eNNa 20  (and) not openly to us? Are we to

KTON 2MN NTNCOTM THPN turn and all listen

NCIC NTAYCOTTIC NPOYO EPON to her? Did he choose her over us?’

H [18]

TOTE a[M]apigaM PIME TIEXAC M 1 Then Mary wept. She said to

TETPOC <X€> IMA2CON TETPE i€ €K Peter, ‘My brother Peter, what do you
MEEYE €0Y EKMEEYE X € NTal think then? Do you think that I

MEEYE EPOOY MAY2AAT oM M have thought of these (things) myself in my
2HT H €ELX1 GOX EMCMP 240Y 5 heart, or that I am lying about the Saviour?’ Levi
WOW)B NG1 AEYEL TEXAY MIETPO'C’ answered, he said to Peter,

X€ TIETPE XIN €NER KWOTT NPeq ‘Peter you are always

NOYGC TNaY EPOK TENOY E€KP wrathful! I see you now

TYMNAZE €2N TECPIME NOE N disputing with the woman like
NIANTIKEIMENOC EMXE ATl 10 the adversaries. If the

CIDTHP A€ 22C NaZ10C NTK NIM Saviour made her worthy, who are you

A€ 2MK ENOXC €BOX TIANTW'C’ to reject her? Surely

€PETICAOTHP COOYN MMOC AC the Saviour knew her

baADC €TBE TIAT 24OYOWC NROY infallibly, and therefore he loved her more
0 EPON 15 than us.

Textual Issues

17,20. MS reads oywwg. | 17,22. MS reads ntoqcotric according to Till, 74. However, this is not clear and the
MS looks more like NTaqcoTnc. | 18,2. <xe> inserted by Till, and Pasquier. Cf. Wilson/MacRae and Tuckett,
who do not insert xe. It makes better sense if x€ is inserted.
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(8) Levi’s Final Words and the End (18,15-9,5)

MAANON MAPNMINE NTN

1 2IMN MITPMOME NTENIOC
NTHXTOY NN KaTa 0€ NTaq
2N €TOOTN NTNTAWMEOEIWD)
MIIEYATTENION ENKMD AN €2Pai
NKEROPOC OYAE KENOMOC M

Pa MENTATICOP X004 [NTepE]

[1le

[8+-] ai ayw aypapxel N

BWK [€TPEYT]AMO NCETAWMEOEIW)
nfe]yarrexion

KaTa

MAPIZAMM

Textual Issues

15

20

Rather, let us be ashamed and

put on the Perfect Man

and acquire him for ourselves as he
commanded us and preach

the gospel, not laying down

other rules or another la[w] beyond

what the Saviour told us. [When]

[19]

[8+-] and they began to

depart [to tea]ch and to preach.
[The Gos]pel

according to

Mary

18,17. nTuxmnoy nan kata from Wilson/MacRae, ‘Mary’, 468. Cf. Till: nty[....... kaT]a, Till, BG, 76. | 19,1.
Missing eight letters reconstructed: [xeyer A€ x€ n], Till, BG, 78. | 19,2. Reconstruction eTpeYT supplied by Till,

BG, 78.
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(B) Text and Translation of POxy.GM

The following transcription of the Greek text of POxy.GM mainly follows that found in Tuckett’s
most recent critical edition, with small changes.® Other critical editions include Parsons (1983)” and
Lithrmann (2004).® As the MS is so fragmentary and much of the below is reconstruction, I have put
the extant letters in larger bold font. An image of the Greek fragment can be found online at

Oxyrhynchus Online: Image Database.

ovde voulov

5. 7]avta eurwv {ov}< e>E[nidev o1 S¢ Avrndnoav
Sakpovvtes moAda kat] ANEYOVTES® WS Tt[opsvwuebo mpog ta s0vn
knpvocovies To gva]YYEMOV T[] Blaoidsiag Tov viov Tov avov &t
yop uné ekeLvov gpeloa]VTo TWG NUAV G[eicovrar Tote avaotaca Moapt
apun Kot acnadousvn a]uToug KOTEPIANGE [avTovs Kat simey 1015 ASEAPOIS QUTNG

10. un Saxpuete un Avn]erobe unde diotaletel [1 xopic yap avrov eotan
©1€0 vpwv gkemovoa vuag paArov ev[[.]1xapilorwuev ™ peyaler
o771 0V’(0VL) 0TI CLYMPTNKEV NUOG KO AVO[US METOLNKEV 0VTW AEYOVTQL
Mopio]uun UETECTPEYEV TOV VOLV OVTWOV E[T ayabov kat npéav cuv
¢nltle]v mep T@v amopBeyuatwv Tov coplos Asyer ITetpog

15. npo]c Mapropunv: 08ehdn odauev ott ToAA[a nyarnuevn ng vIo TOL
omTINPOG MG OLK OAAT] YUV ELTOV OLV TMUELV O[00US OV YIVWOKELS
Aoyo]ug 1oL cmTNPOG [ovc] NuUEIS oLk NMKOVOAUEY VTIE[Lafe Mapiauun Aeyouv
oa ooo V]G AMAVOUVEL KOl OLTTOULVTLOVEL® QVOL[ yYeAm vuty kot npyev ov
7016 T00]TQV TV A0Y(V)" €Ufoi] TOTE EV OPOPATL 1J.................

20. ... ] xupie onuepov
Be

6 Tuckett, Mary, 108.
"P. J. Parsons, ‘3525: Gospel of Mary’, in The Oxyrhynchus Papyri, Graeco-Roman Memoirs, Vol. 50 70
(London: Egypt Exploration Society, 1983), 12—14.

8 Dieter Lithrmann, Die apokryph gewordenen Evangelien: Studien zu Neuen Texten und zu Neuen Fragen,
NovTSupp 112 (Leiden and Boston: Brill, 2004), 108-9.
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nor a l[aw
5. When he has said this he de[parted. But they were grieved,
weeping much and] saying, ‘How are we to g[o to the nations
and preach the go]spel of the k[ingdom of the Son of Man? For if
they did not spare him,] how will they s[pare us?’ Then Mary arising,
and greeting th]em, kissed [them, and said to her brothers,
10. ‘Do not weep, do not grie]ve, do not doubt! [For his grace will be
w]ith you protecting you. Rather let [us] give than[ks for his great-
ness] for he has united us and [has made us M]en. [When she had said these things,
Marly turned their mind to [the Good. And they began to
debal]te the sayings of the Saviou[r. Peter said
15. to] Mary, ‘Sister, we know that you were greatly 1[oved by the
Savi]our like no other woman. Tell us [those words that you know
of the Saviour [which] we have not heard.” [Mary answered, saying,
‘What is] unknown to you and I remember, I will pr[oclaim to you’. And she began
(saying) to them th]ese words, ‘To m[e] once in a vision [..........
20. ....] “Lord, today ...’

Textual Issues

3. ovdev in Parsons and Lithrmann. | 5. ¢.§[nABgv] in Parsons. Lithrmann reads ££[nA08gv]. | 16. Parsons, Lithrmann
and Tuckett has ana[yyelw], but the verb avayyelw is also possible. | 20. Lithrmann reconstructs the line as:
[ewmov ] kup1e onuepov ofe e1dov.] vedafe Aey[@V * HoKOPLOL ELGL . . . ]
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© Text and Translation of PRyl. GM

The following transcription of the Greek text of PRyl.GM mainly follows that found in Tuckett’s

most recent critical edition, with small changes.’ Other critical editions include Roberts (1938)'° and

Liihrmann (2004).'" An image of the Greek fragment can be found online at Manchester Digital

Collections.

Recto (—)
Kol

70 Aotmov Spopov Kar[po]v xpovou
a1®WVvog avamovoty g[v] oryn® taw
t[a] ewmovca n Mapropun ecimnn
og[v] ®g Tov crTNPOG HEYPL WBE
€1pnkotog Avdpeog Aeye[t a]SeA
oot TL vuely Sokel e[p twv {1e
pL TV} AoAnbeviov eY® pev
yap ov mietevw Tavt[[e]] 0’ <t>[0]v o[w
pa EpnKevaL €dokel Y[op et
poyvmpovely ™ ek[e]iv[ov gv
Vol <TETPOG AEYEL> TIEPL TOwoLT[®]V Tpa[yro.
v e€etalouevog 0 cw[tnp]
AaBpa yuv[a]ikt ehaAel ko <ov> ¢fa
VEPMG VO, TAVTEG AKOVS[wUEV
un ajgoroymrepay nl.Jovl. ..

€

Textual Issues

10

15

21
the remainder of (the) course of seas[on], of time,
of age, (in) Rest i[n] silence.
When she had said these thin[gs], Mary was silen[t]
as the Saviour had spoken to this point.
Andrew says, ‘Brothers,
what does it seem to you abo[u]t what
has been said? For I myself
do not believe that t[h]e S[a]viour
said such things, f[or] they seem to [be
di]fferent from h[is i]dea.
(Peter said), asking about
such matters, ‘Did the Savi[our]
speak secretly with a wo[m]an and not
o[pJenly, so that [we] all might listen?

[Is she m]Jore worthy of esteem than us?

6-7. nept tov ovdev: dittography. | 8. tovta corrected on papyrus. <t>[o]v: Papyrus reads o[.]v. | 11. metpog

Aeyel not on MS. | 13. ov not on MS.

° Tuckett, Mary, 112—-15.

10.C. H. Roberts, ‘463: The Gospel of Mary’, in Catalogue of the Greek Papyri in the John Rylands Library, 3
(Manchester: Manchester University Press, 1938), 18-23.
"' Lijhrmann, Die apokryph gewordenen Evangelien, 112—13.
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Verso ()

kP
Tov omTNpog Aeve[i]g Aeyel Iletpw 1
ITetpe a[er] oo[t] TO opylhov' TOPAKEL
TOL KO PTL 0LTMG cuvintel[c] ™
YOVOLKL ©OG OLVTIKEWEVOS QUTN
€1 0 cotn[p] a€lav avTNV Nyncato 5
o0 116 €1 eEovbevav avtnV oV
TOG YOP EKELVOG E18MC OLTNV A0
¢lor]wlc] nyanmnoev paAi[o]v aroxv[v]
Bw[ue]v ko evdvoapevo[i] Tov
T[eAe0]V AVOV EKELVO TO TTPOCTOLY> 10
Blev njuewv nlolinocwuev knpuvo{e}
o[ew 10] evaryy[e]hov undev o[p]ilov
t[eg uInde voupobet[o]uvtes g €1
n[ev o] cotnp [tav]ta etV o Agv
[ec pelv an[eAbwv] npxev 15

kn[pvoecelv 1o evayyeit]ov [kata Maprop]

Textual Issues

22
of the Saviour’. Lev[i] says to Peter,
‘Peter, wrath is always with yo[u],
and so now you are disputing with the
woman like an adversary to her.
If the Saviour deemed her worthy
who are you to reject her?
For surely he, knowing her i[n]fallib[ly], loved
(her). Rath[e]r 1[et] us be as[h]amed
and having put on the
P[erfec]t Man, let [u]s do what
was comm/[an]ded us, to pre[ach
the] gos[plel, la[yilng down nothing
[n]or law-making, as [the]
Saviour sai[d]. When he had said [the]se things
Levi deplarted] and he began
to p[reach. The Gosplel [according to Mary.]

4. ovtikelpevog: avtikeyevot in Tuckett, but the remains of the letter on the MS suggest X.
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Appendix 3. The Gospel of Mary: Synopses of the Greek and
Coptic MSS

BG 9,22-10,17

‘Do not lay down any rules beyond what I
have appointed for you, nor give a law like
the Lawgiver in case you be dominated by it.’

When he had said these things, he departed.
But they were grieved, they wept much,
saying, ‘How shall we go to the nations and
preach the gospel of the kingdom of the Son
of Man? If they did not spare him, how
will they spare us?’

Then Mary rose, she greeted them all,

she said to her brothers,
‘Do not weepand do not grieve and do not
doubt! For his grace will be with you all and
will protect you. Rather let us give thanks
for his greatness, for he has prepared us,
he has made us Men.’

When Mary had said these things, she
turned their mind to the Good. And they
beg[an] to de[b]ate the wor[ds] of the
[Saviour].

Peter said to Mary, ‘Sister, we know that

the Saviour loved you more than the other
women. Tell us the words of the Saviour that
youremember, those that you know
and we do not, nor have we heard them.’

Mary answered and said, ‘What is hidden
from you,
you.” And she began to say to them these
words: ‘I’, she said, ‘saw the Lord in a
vision, and I said to him, “Lord, I saw you

I will proclaim to

today in a vision.””

POxy.GM

nor alflaw

When he had said these things, he de[parted.
But they were grieved, weeping much and]
saying, ‘How shall we g[o to the nations and
preach the go]spel of the k[ingdom of the Son
of Man? For if they did not spare him,] how
will they s[pare us?’

Then Mary, rising and greeting th]em, kissed
[them and said to her brothers,
‘Do not weep, do not grie]ve,
doubt! [For his grace will be w]ith you
protecting you. Rather let [us] give than[ks
for his greatness,] for he has united us and
[he has made us M]en.’

do not

[When she had said these things, Mar]y
turned their mind to [the Good. And they
began to deba]te the sayings of the
Saviou[r.

Peter said to] Mary, ‘Sister, we know that
you were greatly 1[oved by the Savi]our like
no other woman. Tell us

[those words that you know]
of the Saviour [which] we have not heard.’

[Mary answered, saying, ‘What is] unknown
to you and I remember, I will pr[oclaim to
you’. And she began (saying) to them th]ese

words, ‘To m[e] once in a
vision [...ccceeeeenn. ] “Lord,
today...””
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BG 17,5-19,5

‘(From this time on, I will receive) Rest,
from the time of the season of the age, in
silence.”

When Mary had said these things, she was
silent, as the Saviour had spoken with her to
this point.

Then Andrew answered and said to the
brothers, ‘Say what you say about

what she said. I myself do not
believe that the Saviour said such things,
for surely these are alien
teachings.’

Peter answered, he spoke about such matters.
He asked them about the Saviour, ‘Did he
speak with a woman secretly, (and) not
openly to us? Are we to turn and all listen to
her? Did he choose her over us?’

Then Mary wept. She said to Peter, ‘My
brother Peter, what do you think then? Do
you think that I have thought of these (things)
myself in my heart, or that I am lying about
the Saviour?’

Levi answered, he said to Peter, ‘Peter, you
are always wrathful! I see you now
disputing with the woman like the
adversaries.
worthy, who are you to reject her?

If the Saviour made her
Surely
the Saviour knew her infallibly, and therefore
he loved her more than us. Rather, let us be
ashamed and put on the Perfect

Man and acquire him for ourselves

as he commanded us and

preach the gospel, not laying down other
rules or another la[w] beyond what the
Saviour said.’

[When] [........ ] and they began to
depart [to tea]ch and to preach.
[The Gos]pel according to Mary.

PRyl.GM

the remainder of (the) course
of season, of time, of age, (in) Rest i[n]
silence.

When she had said these thin[gs], Mary was
silen|[t], as the Saviour had spoken to
this point.

Andrew says,

‘Brothers, what does it seem to you abo[u]t
what has been said? For I myself do not
believe that t[h]e S[a]viour said such things,
flor] they seem to [be di]fferent from h[is
i]dea.
(Peter said), asking about such matters,

‘Did the Savi[our]
speak secretly with a wo[m]an and not
o[plenly, so that [we] might all listen?
[Is she m]ore worthy of esteem than us?

of

the Saviour?’

Lev[i] says to Peter, ‘Peter,
wrath is always with yo[u], and so now you
are disputing with the woman like an
adversary to her. If the Saviour deemed her
worthy who are you to reject her? For surely
he, knowing her i[n]fallib[ly],

loved (her). Rath[e]r, I[et] us be
as[h]amed and having put on the P[erfec]t
Man,
let [u]s do what was comm([an]ded us, to
pre[ach the] gos[p]el, la[yilng down nothing
[n]or law-making, as [the]
Saviour sai[d].

When he had said [the]se things Levi

dep[arted] and he began to p[reach.
The Gosplel [according to Mary.]
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